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TRANSMITTAL LETTERS
· .

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act requires that at least once every three years
the Colorado River Basin states review water quality standards relating to the salinity of the
waters of the Colorado .PAver...The states, collectively initiated this review .under the auspices '
of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum, prepared a prell 'mmaryreport; and after
holding public meetings, the Forum prepared a final report.

Upon the Forum's adoption of the final relmrt, it is transmitted by let!er to the
governors of the individual states for their 'mdepehdent action. 'The following go,,,emorS in
each of the seven Colorado Riverllasin states shall receive this report:

Honorable Fife Symington Honorable Gary Johnson
Governor of Arizona Governor'of New Mexico

Statehouse - State Capitol -.
Phoenix, AZ 85007 Santa Fe, NM 87503

Honorable Pete Wilson Honorable Mike Leavitt
Governor of California Governor of Utah

State Capitol State Capitol
_¢nto, CA 95814 Salt Lake City, UT 84114

Honorable Roy Romer Honorable Jim Gefingcr
Governor of Colorado Governor of Wyoming
State Capitol State Capitol
Denver, CO 80203 Cheyenne, WY 82002

Honorable Robert Miller
Governor of Nevada

StateCapitol
Carson City, NV 89701

m



SUlVlMARY

Section 303 of the Clean Water Act mq_ that water quality standards be reviewed from
time to time, but at least once during each three-yea r period. Accordingly, the seven-state
Colorado River Basin Salinity C,onnO Fmmn (Fonnn) has reviewed-the existing sram-adopted and
Environmental Pro_ Agency (EPA)-a_roved water quality standards for salinity consisting
of numeric criteria and a plan of 'unplementation for ._,,aliqitycontrol for the Colorado River
System. Changes in hydrologic conditions and water use within the Colorado -River Basin have
been evaluated, and the 1996 _ew pr"_ts the recomnlended revisions 'to Ihe plan of
implementation which a.*elvi_e submitted.t0 each of the lh_ slates for considerati °n at a public

hearing prior to adOPtion. · '

The Forum recommends no change in the numeric salinity criteria at the three lower main
stem stations. The numeric cd 'teriaat these stations will remain:

·

Station Salinity in' m_p/Lx

Below Hoover Dam 723
Below Parker Dam 747

ImpefiM Dam 879

The plan of implementation as set forth in this Review is designed to meet the objective
of maintaining the salinity concentrations at or below the numeric criteria while the Basin states
continue to develop their compact-apportioned waters. The plan is based on maintaining the
numeric criteria under a long-term mean water supply of 15 million acre-feet annually. The
Fonnn recommends that the plan of implementation described in this report be carried out. The
plan of implementation includes:

1. Completion of Reclamation, BLM and USDA salinity control measures to the
extent that each unit remains viable and appropriately cost-effective.

2. Implementation of the Forum's recommended and adopted policies for effluent
limitations, pfin/St_y ureter the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPD_) permit program eslab_ by Section 402 of the Clean Water Act as
_. The implemented policies (included in Appendix B of this Review) are
the following:

"Policy for Implementation of Colorado River Salinity Standards Through
the NPDES Permit Program;'

· i

v



'Policy for Use of Brackish and/or Saline Waters for Industrial PmI_ses;'

'PoUcy for Implemen_tion of the Colorado River Salinity Standards
Tlmmgh the NPDES Permit Program for Intm'cepted Ground _ater;" and

'Policy for Implementation of the Colorado River Salinity Standards
Through the NPDES Permit Program for Fish Hatch_es.'

3. lmpl_t_tion of non-_t source managtm_nt plans develotx_ by the states and .
approved byEPA.

,.

Ilem 1 of the plan of _ _ above is lo be implemented by federal _geades
in conjunction with state;local and private pafii'gipantS'i The'Fm'w_ '_'2vinfiywith'_..federal _,,

agencies on developing :the' unitsand measures :to be unplemmt_. -.The-Forum '/lso m'ges ' ,'
Congress to ellsure that the funds necessary 'w succes,sfully'implement all plmses 0f figs pta/' of
implemenlafion.are ,appropriatedas needed. IIems 2 and 3 above are primarily implemem_:l by
each of the Basin states.

The major comtxmeats of this Review's plan of implementation are the federal programs.
Table 1 summarizes the salinity control achieved by the federal participants under the Program's
original _ and the salinity control measures which must be implemented in order to meet
the goal of appmximamly 1.48 m_'nirmams of salt-load mduclioo annually by 2015. These federal
programs are described in _ in Chapter 4 of this Review.
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Table 1

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program
Plan of Implementation

By 2015
(Values in Tons of Salt Load Reduction Per Year)

AGENCY MEASUR_ POTENTIAL NEW TOTAL
IN PLACE MEASURES

i, 'i _ . , · i i ..

_ureauor · '375_ · _°,ooo 855,500

iii i i i i i iii ii i i · · ii

s_ or 33,4oo .- 55,2oo ss,coo .
Land

_- i i i ii iii' i i i i i _ ' i' i i ii

i ] i , , i i i i i ,,,, ! , ,, ,, · I

The plan of implementation is designed to contwl enough salt to maintain the numeric
criteria under a long-term mean water supply of 15 million acre-f_t per year. It is recognized
that the fiver system is subject to highly variable flows. Consequently, salinity will vary from
year to year and may temporarily exceed the adopted numeric criteria in some years and remain
well below the criteria in others. The federal regulation provides for such temporary increases
above the numeric criteria.

Current salinity concentrations at the three criteria stations are:

Station Numeric Criteria 1995 Salinity
in mg/L 2 Concentration

in mg/L3

Below Hoover Dam 723 654
Below Parker Darn 747 661
Imperial Dam 879 787

Based on the av2ilnhle_ the Fortranconcludes that the measm'edsalinity will not exceed
the numeric criteria during the next three years. The plan of implementation adopted herein by

i i

·2Flow-weig!_average..l_y.
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the Forum provides for the controlof about 1,476,600 tons of salt load reduction annually by the
year 2015.

Should more water development projects be completed than are projected to occur before
conrail mea.mresare idmfified or lm_,ht ca line, tempmary.incrm,sCs' above the numeric Crita/a
could result. However, these increases will be deemed in conformance wifil the standards if

salinity con_l measures are included in the plan.

Increases above the criteria as a result of below normal annual river flows and/or low

reservoir sux'a_ conditions will,_ _ be considered in confommnce 'withthe slan_ds, prov/ded
that when fivertlows remm _o:normaland _ _ Condifioni prevail, concentrations
will the_ be at or bel°_W/he cfi '_'_lalevel. _

The Forum has reviewed the i_ of the program on pr?jec_ saliniti'es and finds that
in the year 2015 theplan Will ctmtrol "salin_'.levels so that, .with long-{erin m/an water supply
conditions, salinity ieVel{ will 'be below 1he numeric cxi_ at the _u-ee stations. '-The salinity :-
standardsprovide._on from long-term increasesin economic damage to d°WnStream users.

Because of the long l__t-fin_ require/to conduct salinity studies; complete environmental
and _ty repons; imp_ and adieve full salinityreduction eft .ectsat the lower Colorado
River main stem stations, continued funding is necessary for the recommended plan of
implementation Wproceed as set forth in this Review. Non-federal funds are available to cost-
sharewith federalappropmlions, and Basin 'mipwrs standready with cost-share dollars to install
salinity reducing measures.
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

of Renort

This report, the 1996 Review. Water Quality Standards for Salinity.: Colorado River
(Review) is _ and submitted in reSPOnse to'Secti0n 303(e) of the clean'Water Act

of 1977 (l_lic LaW_.L,192-500 'as amended by P.L. 95,2i7ancl Pi, 1.004) :referred to'in this
'reportas the Clean Water' Act. '.This_ is the seveixth 'ReviewPrepared by'me Forum: _Section

303¢)(1) of the Clean;Water Act' /equires' that: _ -
..

The governor of a state or the state water pollution control agency Ofsuch state
shallpom time tO'time (but at least _ each three-yearieriod beginning 'withthe
dateof -of Waterr UUon of gZ2;
hold public hearings _for the purpose :of reviewing applicable Water;'quality:
standards and, as appropriate, mo&lying and adopting standards. Results of such
review shall be made available to the Administrator.

This Review is written as a complete document, but focuses On-information only for the
1993-1996 period. Bac_uad information regaxding historical actions relative to the
development and adoption of salinity standards is contained in the June 1975 standards report _.
The 1978, 1981, 1984, 1987, 1990, and 1993 Reviews conlain information pertaining to the
1975-1978 period, 1978-1981 period, 1981-1984 period, 1984-1987 period, 1987-1990 period,
and 1990-1993 period respectively.

Prepared by the seven-state Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum) this
document is a review of the water quality _ including the numeric critrria and plan of
implementation previously developed and adopted by the Forum. It includes modffi'cations to
previous reviews that have become neces,_al'yas a result of changed condkions and the availability
of additional information.

Nothing in this report shall be constm_ to alt_r, ammld, rep_, intm'pmt, modify, or be
in conflict with the provisions of the Boulder Canyon Project Act (45 Stat. 1057), the Boulder
Canyon Project Adjustment Act (54 Stat. 774), the Colmado River Basin Project Act (82 Stat.
885), the Colorado River Co_ the Colmado River Storage Project Act (70 Stat. 105), the
Upper Colorado River Basin Compact, or the Treaty with the United Mexican States (Treaty
Series 994).

_W_-:_ C-}4it_ _---_---!.-,-rdsfor ._li,,i_.. l_i,,ai,,g N,,,,,,,,ic Cr_ _,,dam.-I pt_ of Tm,,im_m-_ for .e_!i.itv

Co, trol. Colonuto River System, Colorado River _ Salinity C.mm_l Fonm, Amc 1975.
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F!]m_ry and Bae_und

In the 1960's and early 1970's, the _ Color_o River Basin _ and represeutatives _
of the Federal Oov_ _ thePr_lem of salinityl_v_ in_ in the iower reaches
of the Colorado River. in 1972, the Federal Oovemment enacu_dthe Clean Water Act which
mandaU_defforts to mainUun water quality standards in the Uniu_d States. At the same time,
Mexico and the Unitod Slates_were discussi_ the increasing salinity of Colorado River Water
being detivexedto _. _tn 1974. limoBasin slates _ ti/e Colorado'River Basin .'_"iinity

Couu_l Forum,' ',lite Forum-is composed or representatives from eachof fi_eseven Basin states· ._.? . . .. ..

_ted by the governor. Of the ,resl_______________'v'e states for the purpose Of '_-oooperafio.n '_and
tv provide the stn__t_ with_ information necessary to comply With:theF_.n.vironmentalPrOteCtion

S_v_-m: _,+,__ co,,_l p01icy__ Su,,_rds p, uc_U_ and _ 303(a) and_u) of theCl_u
Wau_rAct. This regulafiixawas promul 'gatedin 1974. A Copyofihe regulation is in¢ludefl in
Appendix A.

This Review,. consisamtwith {heEPA_ed 1975staudardsand the 1978, 1981, 1984,
1987, 1990, and 1993 Reviews, deals only with the portion of the Colorado River Basin above
Imperial Dam. As used in this Review, the lower main stem of the Colorado River System is
defined as that portion of the main.mu'mmColorado River from Hoover Dam to Impexial Dam.
Below Imperial Dam, salinity is controlled as a federal responsibility to meet the terms of the
agrenr_entwith Mexico conudnedwithin Minute No. 242 of the International Boundary andWater
Commission (IBWC), entitled "Permanent and Definitive Solution to the Internalional Problem
of the Salinity of the Colorado River." Efmute No. 242 requires that measures be taken to assure
thatColorado River water delivered to Mexico upstream from MorelosDamwill have an average
annual salinity cmcxmtrationno more than 115 +_30 partsper million (ppm) total dissolved solids
(TDS)higher than the average annual salinity concentration of Colorado River water arriving at
_Dam.

With the Forum's suptxm, Congress enacted the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Act (P.L. 93-320) in 1974. Title I of that Act addresses the United Slates' commitment to
Mexico. Title I of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act provided the means for the
United States m comply with the provisions of Minute No. 242.

Title H of the Act createda water quality program for salinity control in the United States.
Ptinm3r respms/bil_ for the federalpxugtam was givm to the5eca_uu7of the Interior, with the
Bureau of Reclamation (Reckon) being insmscted to invesfigam and build several salinity
contwl units. The Secretary of Agriculture was insmscted to support the effort within existing
authorities (see Chapter 4 for more detail regarding these authorities).

2The seven Colomlo River Basin nates (Arizmst, Califomi_ _, Nevada, New Maxioo, Utah and
Wynmm_ _ _ m as the 'Basin stat_.'
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In 1984, the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act was amended by P.L. 98-569 to
authorize two additional units for construction by Reclamation. The amendments directed the
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to give preference to the salinity control
units with the least cost per unit of salinity reduction.. The Act was also amended to establish a
voluntary on-farm salinity control program Wbe imple_ by the Detnnment of Agricul.ture
and provided for voluntary replacement of incidental fish and wildlife values foregone on account
of the on-farm measures. Many cost-effective salt-load reducing activities have been
a/x:on_lishecl in the decade following that authorization. P.L. 98-569 also authoriz_ the Bureau
of !_nd Management (BLM) to imptemetlt _ controls,

In 1994, Reclamation concluded that the existing Act, as amended,with its unit-_c
approach and auth 'onzafi'onCe'fling, was limiting, mli.m.'.'ty,coiitrol ol_rtutfi'ties,. In 1995,' 'the
Salinity Control Act was amended by P.L.' :104-20 .to autho_ Reclamation to develop, and
implement a baSin-_de'__h.to salinity COntrol. An attdifi0_ $75 million Of expenditures
by Reclamation were authorized by P.L. 104:20. :

In April 1996, the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act (FAIRA) of 1996
(P.L. 104-127) furth_ am_ded the U_S. Department of Agricalmre's (USDA) role 'm salinity
control by creating a new conservation program known as the Environmental Quality Incentives
Program (EQIP) which combines four existing USDA conservation.programs including the
Colorado River Salinity Control Program. FAIRA, for the most pan, terminaled previous
auth_ties and provided for mandawry funding in the amount of $200 million per year through
2002. USDA must promptly create rules and zeguhfions concerning how EQIP funds can be
spent. The past authority for the states to eost-_ from the Basin funds is retained in the new
EQIP program with linkage to the Bureau of Reclamation's authorities to distribute Ba_ funds
for cost-sharing. The new language added to the Salinity Control Act by FAIR is as follows:

SECTION 355. CONFORMINGAMENDMENTS

$EC_ON 355(c) Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program

The Colorado River Basin Sali_ Control Act (43 U.S.C. §1592) is araended

(1) in section 202 by striking subsection (c) and inserting '(c) The Secretary of
Agri_ is direa_ w imp_ mlin#y control mexmuresin the Colorado River Basin
as an elemem of the En_mnmemal Quality lnc_ Program autho_ by the
'Agricultural Reform and lmprovenumt Act of 1996. '

(2) in section 205 by striking 'pursuant to section 202(c)(2)(c)' in subsection (a)
and by adding at the end the following new subsection '909 The Secretary may expend
funds available in the basin funds to cost share salinity measures consistent with the cost
allocations in section 205. '
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h is premature for the Basin states to anticipate how the salinity control program will be
administmmd under EQIP, whether funds will be allocated to the salinity control program in
suffi_t quantity to provide for the required salt removal, and how the program might be
adminisl_ed for environmentalcompliant, _darly as it relates to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and environmental mitigation activities. '-'

The 1975 standards _ includes a detailed discussion of the legislation and events
leading to the establishment of basin-wide salinitystnn_ with numexic critmsa for the lower
main stem of the Colorago River. The stan_'_ _ by all of _e Basin _ and
subsequently _.ved t_ the.EPA. The 1978,; 1981, 1984, 1987, 1990, and 1993 repons
m4ewed the numeric _ 'mi'_ in _ 1975 report and 'C0_uded that nO;change Was
warrant_. However, llie plan Of tmPlemen.ration'ineach report was _ to _t'lect changes
in the salinity control program since 1975.

The plan of implementation, as set forth in this and earlier Forum Rc_ws, includes
effluent limitations on industrial tm'mt source ' 'thsctmrges:with.theobjetaive of no-salt return
whenc'ver ptatalcafble.' 'in !977, tl_ FOrum_ its'Policy for lmpl_l_ion of' ColOradO'
_Sal_ Slmtdm_'_ the lq_ional Pollution Disebl_ "Elmii_lionSystem (NPD_)
Permit Program.' This policy pmvid_ g_ace for-the reg_-tion of muni '_ and industrial
point source discharges of saline w-at_. In 1980, the Forum adopted a policy to encourage the
use of brackish and/or salinevralm_for industrialpurposes whet_ it is environmentally sound and
ectmomically feasible. A third policy dealing with intm'cept_! ground _ was adopted by the
Forum in 1982. In 1988, the Forum adopteda fourth policy which address_ the salinity of water
discharges from fish hatcheries. _eh of the Forum policies are included in Appendix B.
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Prom-am Funding

In Fiscal Years 1994, 1995, and 1996, the Colorado River Basin states urged Congress to
provide R_2amafion, the BLM, and the USDA with adequate funds to implement the authorized
mlinity control pmgzmn. Table 1-t is a summary of the Forum's ftmding recommendations and
the federal appropriations for Fiscal Years 1994, 1995 and 1996.

Table 1-1

Summaryof
(by Federal lr_ Years)

· i . , ' m 'T , .. i m , ,, , , i , i

AGIEI_ICY/DI;IP_ " 1994 :" ' :" -1'995 1996
! i i i ii ii i i i 'i ii i i i i ii i i i i

Forum _ Fonnn _ropriation l=onnn ! Appropriation.... __ ' .: _omnm_,._. . _ _ .__ - ..

_m=uofl_La_uon S32_0,000 S_.-,_ ._0. S_.,l._.,000 SZ2..s40,000 SZ8,600,O0O _,205.000

]Burr.auofI.amd' ,:][Vf__t S6r,,g_)t,(X)o , $8(x),(xx) , S3;,395,,007,, S8007000 , S3..9,S7.000 ,,, $800..00C)

]:)epmlmentof A_n,iculnn_. S18,400_000 $Z3.?g3,000 S15.900.000 $4.500.000 S15,900.000 S2.681.000' ' 1_ , , 11 Ill I 111 I , I , I , , , , I ,, , , , , I ,

The success of the fedemYstate coop=mtive Colorado River Ba_ salinity control program
is contingent upon n_i_t funding to allow the plan of implementation to proceed as scheduled.
Prior to 1994, funding for the salinity control program for the USDA and USBR programs was
sufii_t to maintain the scheduled salinity removal goals of the implementation plan. Since that
time, the USBR and USDA progrmm were and are in wan._oo (described in Chapter 4) and have
not received _t funding w meet the target goals for salinity removal set by the Forum. The
fact that the numeric criteria have not been exceeded during this time is principally due to
favorable hydrology. The Forum is concerned that with a return to normal hydrology, federal
funding levels are hnn'fident to meet the current target goals set to avoid exceeding the numeric
criteria in the furore.
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CRAFI_R 2 - SALINITY OF TItE RIVER

The Colorado River drains 246,000 square miles (approximately 157 million acres) of the
western United States and a small portion of northern Mexico. Its waters serve some 4 million
people within the United States' portion ofthe Colorado River Basin, and through export proVides
full or supplemental wamr supply to another 19 million 'peopleoutsidetheBasin. The regional

economy is based on irrigated agri__, livestock grazing, mining,forestry, manu_, oil
and gas production, _c:reafion and tourism. About 3,5 m alion acres are irrigated within the Basin
and hundredsof thousands of addift"'onalacres are '.."'_ by _ exponett 'from the-Basin.
Hydroe.leclfic power 'facilifies"along/he 'Colin'adORiver i.anclits l_butari_ gene-rate _Ximam!y
12 billion kilowaR'hours "annually .which iS 'used'bolh insideand oulside Of the"Basin. The
Colorado Ri,_er alSOserv_aboUt 1.7 millionpe0ple atfil:500,000 irrig_ acres in_leiico.

Salini'ty _ long been recognizedas one of the major problems of theriver. For this
Review, the terms "salinity" and "lxzaldissolved solids" ODS) are used interchangeabty, however
TDS technically 'includes all of the soluble constituents potentially dissolved in the River, while
salinity as defined in this Program and this Review includes only the eombined concentration of
the six major cations and anions (calcium, magnesium, sodium, carbonate, chloride, and sulfate)
which together represent the bulk of TDS in the Cololado River. The current salinity control
program is not designed to address trace minerals or any indiVidual constituent that may be
dissolved in the River, however these minerals may be removed as an incidental benefit of the

Program.

The Colorado, like most western rivers, increases in salinity from its headwaters to its
mouth, carrying an average salt Icad of 9 million tons annually past Hoover Dam, the uptmrmost
location at which numeric criteria have been established. In addition to total salt load which
measures the total mass of salt camed in the River (tons/yr), this _ also examines salinity in
terms of concentration as expressed in 'nnlligramsper liter (rog/L).

The salts in the Colorado River system are indigenous and pervasive. Many of the
sediments of the basin were deposited in nmfine e_lvimmn_ls which were saline. Salts deposited
with the sedimentary rocks are easily eroded, dissolved, and transported into the river system.
The ___alinity control program is designed to prevent a portion of this abundant salt supply from
moving into the river system.

In a 1971 sttgiy3, the EPA analyzed salt loading in the basin and for convenience diVided
it into two categories: naturally occurring and hmnan-caused. The EPA concluded that about half
(47 percent) of the salim'_ concenWafion measured in water arriving at Hoover Dam is from

t e

XTheM_n_ml O,,_lity Problem in the Colorado River Basin, _ Report, Envir_m_ta]

_-y, _ vm andlX, 6Spp., 1_71.
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natural causes including salt contributions from saline springs, ground water discharge into the
river system (excluding irrigation return flows), erosion and dissolution of sediments, and the
concentratingeffects of evaporation and transpiration. The natural causes catego_ also included
salt contributionsfrom non-pomt (excluding 'irrigatedagriculture) or unidentified sources or from
the vast, sparsely-_ regions of the drainage, much of which is administered by the BLM
or othergovenmlent agencies. Of the land within the Colorado River.Basin, about 75 per.cent is
owned and administered by the Federal Government or held in mm for Indian tribes. The
greatest portion of the naturally-occurring salt load originates on these federally-owned and
adminism_ lands. H_ activities,'such.as'the following, can influence the rate of naUnal salt
movement from rock formations and' soils to xhe river 'system: livestock grazing, wildlife
man_ement, logging, mining[0il expl_on, roail building, -xee3eafionand urbanization.

...

Approximately 53percent o_fthe salinity con--on in the wa!er arrivi_ at Hoover
mtn, asiden bylA, restatsfromanUmberOrb.urn.an'activities_. estimatedthatout-
of-basin expotu account f_ about 3 teieea t of the 'salt concentration at'HooVer Dam, with
'  ,tior,  :o,t "for 37.  t' 'unr for
about 12 percent, and about 1 percent attributeri t6municipal 'aria 'industrial uses. Much 6f the
salt load contribution :fromirrigated agrie_ture is'from fedemlly4eVelot_ 'migation projects;

Salinity control activities necessarily include a water quality monitoring ami analysis
component that provides basin-wide information for program eval__. The monitoring and
analysiscomtxment provides an essential database for future studies,_ stateand regional
planning activities, and provides an objective basis for evaluating the effectiveness of salinity
control measures.

Con__ evalualions of the _li_ity of the ColoradoRiver are made by Reclamation, the
U.S. Geological Survey CLTSGS)and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Several were
publisted by the agmaies during the period of this Review (1993-1996). To evaluate changes in
salinity, water quality and streamfiow data are obtained on a daily, weekly, monthly, and/or
qum_ly barn at _ Ixyints on streams throughout the ba_ by the USGS in cooperation
(through financial and/or direct services) with private entities, the states and other federal
agencies. Gaging stations in the basin which are of significance to the programs, and for which
streamfiow and water quality records are available, are shown on Figure 2-1.

Average annual salinity concentrations and salt loads are det_mnined on a flow-weighted
basis using the most accurate data available. To compute the flow-weighted average annual
salinity concentrati_.on,the average flow of the River in acre-_ per day at a measuring point and
the average concentration of salts in the water in mg/L are determined on a daily basis.
Concentration of salt may be measured directly by chemical analysis of dissolved constituents
(TDS) or '_y as specific conductance and cozrela_ to TDS. Daily flows are multiplied
by daily zaliniey cotloctltrationsand then summed to produce an annual mass figure. The annual
mass figure is then 'drvidedby the total flow for the year at the measuring point (sum of the daily
average flows) to yield the flow-weighted average annual salinity for the station.
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MONITORING STATIONS
. .

1 Green River near Green Pjver, WY
2 Green River near Greendale, UT J
3 Yampa Rivernear Maybell, CO I -"4 Duchesne River near Randiett, UT ,
5 Whiter River nearWatson, UT j
6 GreenRivernearGreenRiver,UT [ ..' WYOMING

7 San RafaelRiver nr .'GreenRiver. LTl' . _:'f"
8 ColoracloRiver nr Gtenwood'Springs '_ J
9 Color-ack)Rivernear'Cameo,_O '. ---_.__. _ .Dam

10 GunniSonRiver near Grand Jct,'CO I --_.__.' _ -' " '
11 Dames River near Cisco. 'UT · h ,,-- ,, ,--- -,
12 CoioradoRiver near Cisco.'UT _ i Famng_ f,) , _,3,

1314sanSanJuanJUanl_iverRiverTmarBluff,rmarArchuteta.,Mb.T ' : ;__.__..r_,_..___.__. ___..._. .. . ,_.. o

16. Colorado_Rivernear"GrandCanyon ..... ,--_,
17 Virgin River at _d, 'AZ ' __. '- -..,-,___ _ ,-- _ .
18 Coloral_RNer'belowHo09er_ ' /'_,,r= .-' L.--."?--, , / ,,.-' Denver
19 Coioraclo'Rive_t_elowPar_'l_ am _,4 ' -,_,-f'_i",'-"_ %'"--'J '- / ."--'". o
20 C431oraclo_River-atImperialDam ' r',-.-- _-"._,,'-',,. · ,,O,o. __:_ ,e._._J8,_

I r'rAu I, ' 1_,.6, 1 _ 1_ _/'--'\

._. '_._ fi,4,,,_; '" :i'"',-_; .... ?,, I_CILU_U

.-,,. '._ :.' _., -',-.._ /
1 ". _, ' ,_4'_;'_ _..."-'

"._ ,::-/"-"'I / ,,.,,_
. .,'

NEVADA '"_' i /
"1 ' L.,,,.,_,_ "--Z_* I \L"-/, '''''''/ ;
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FIGURE 2-1
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Data collection at these stations include streamfiow, specific conductance, and periodic
sampling for dissolved solids concentration. In addition to those stations shown in Figure 2-1,
many other monitoring stations are maintained where data can, in part, be used to analyze the· .

effectiveness of the salinity control program.

Observed Salinity

Salinity of the river, and to a lesser extent salt loading, has fluctuated 'significantly over
theperiodofmaxtl(1941-1994;V_ure2-2)._ genemnyd_ in:_ oThighnow
and increases in periods OY lowylOw as canbe _ in Figure 2'2. _''--

..

Salinity vs Flow at Imperial Dam

1000 40

_- 820 32 c-
>,

E 640 24

460 16 o_,.280 8

100 0
1940 1955 1970 1985 2000

Years

FI_ 2-2

Record high flows during the mid-1980's resulted in a reduction in salinity in the lower
main stem of approximately 250 mg/L at Imtm'ial Dam. Conversely, the period from 1988 to
1992 was the driest five years of record historically observed. As a result, storage in the

was depleted and salinity in the River gradually increased. Table 2-1 shows the flow-
weighted salinity from 1972 to 1995 below Hoover and Parker Dams, and at Imperial Darn.
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Table 2-1

Observed Flow-Weighted Average Salinity
at the Numeric Criteria Stations
(To_ Dissolved Solids in mg/L)'

t 'Calendar Year , Below Hoover Dam Below Parker Dam :At Imperial Dam
, , ,, , , ·

1972 _ 723 747 879
, , m m m ! · , i ,

19'_ 675 7O9 _,,43
i i s Il i i i i I i i in i i i Il I I I I

1974 681 702 834. _'
I I I I I I I I Ill II II I I I I i'

1975 '_0 '7_2 g'29
i i i i i i ii · i i i i i 'i i

1976 674 " ' 690 ' '_22 *
' , im i

. I l' 11 Il I 11 I I Il . ·

1977 665 - 687 ,. 819
..

i i i i s I i i i i ,

1978 _ 678 688 ' 812
roll ii _ ! ! · I ! la

1979 688 '701 '802
i i i i i i i i i I i i i i i

1980 691 711 7_ I
i I s i · i i i i ! i i i i

1981 681 716 821
i iii i i i I m

-1982 680 713 . - 826
I1 mi I I II I I

1983 658 678 . 7'27
i ii i i i i i si II i i iii !

1984 597 611 675
ll I I I ll I I II I I I I I II Ill I

1985 556 561 615
ii i i ii mi ·

1986 517 535 577
i i ii ! iN m I I i !

1987 519 538 612
m ml ,! · m m

191_ 5:29 _
ii il i i i I ii i

1989 564 559 683
i i i i i il ii i i ii i iii

1990 587 600 702
I I II I

1991 629 6_ 749
I I I I I I I II I1 II

1992 658 651 70"7
i i i

i II

19936 660 631 784
mm i i m

1_ 663 685 _1
m m m m !

1995 (_ 661 787
· m -' ,m, , "'

mi, · , ,, m ,

I I i nl i

41_a_,,,_,,,,aby t_ u.s. Oeololocal_rvey COaO$)_ data_ by U.S.1_ of I__ and
USGSandgi_liai_ in O,_,_,vo_'W,,,_-r._ RiverBasin.l_m,re_sR_et,or:No.17, 1995.

vahes for 1972_ the NumericCxitexia.
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Water Use and nssociat_ Impacts of ,_mlinily

The Colorado River, from its hmdwatm,s in the Rocky Mountains to its mouth in the Gulf

of Calif_ is 'tmliz_fora variety ofpurposes. A portion of the flow is transported out of the
Colorado River Basin-fur use in adjac_t fiver _ 'in the .Colorado'_v_ ]hJain,/mSg_o_ -
municipal and ind--, hydroelectric power generation, power plant cooling, fish and wildlife,
and recreation are the major uses of the water.

Colorado R:iv_ water

users in the LoweT ]Basin ':.t,ave ........

Damages vs Salinitydue to _q-_rm
continued use of water with $2.0
aeva_ saunity_ts. F_re 2-
3 indicates sal_t 7 ' tL_ta&es ; -

z_ulfing from .long -'_: '-__-g $i.5 /cominueduse at various levels of _ -, /
salinity. At cummt aalim'ty _ w,_a_,__
_, these aama_ are -_ ' ..._-"_.._'!

estimated to be in excess of $750 i $1.0 n im,'lHou Per year. If the proposed o

plan of implementation for -_' $0.5
salinity control as set forth in this _
Review is not imp_ented, these

damages could exceed $1 billion SC)
per year by the year 2015. 400 500 600 700 800 900 100011 O0

Agricul_ water users Salinity at Imperial Dam (mg/l.)
suffer economic damageas a
result of using highly saline FIGURE2-3

through x_i_ crop
yields,addedlaborcostsfor 'm_ation _ andaddeddrainage_qui_m_ts. The
user incurs additional costs due to more frequent rephcement of plumbing and water using
appliances, use of water sofitmers and the ptffchase of botfied water. Industrial _ and wa_
treatment and waste water utilities incur reductions in the useful life of system facilities and
equipment from highm' levels of salinity.

A significant impact in thc Lower Basin is due to the r_gulatory restrictions imposed by
local and regional water quality standax_ and management programs to prot_-t ground water
sq_lies. Regulatm'y agencies have plami restrictions on reuse or reclurge of waters that exceed

salinity levels. If the salinity levels of the Colorado River continue to increase, these
regulatory actions would result in additional exImmve _t of water prior W reuse or

of such watm's. If disposal options are selected, additional costly alternative sources of
water must be developed or imported to meet the demands previously met or that could be met
bywater_.
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It should be noted that although significant damages occur due to existing Colorado River
salinity levels which are below the numeric criteria, this level of damages is viewed as reasonable,
and can be tolerated by users in the lower Basin. "'

Proiectionsw

Future Water Depletion_

One of the significant factors aff_ salinity coneamtrafions is water use. Estimates of

projected water use tt_ug h the y_x 2015 for each of the _-ven states W.eredeveloped jointly by"
the states and Reclamation. Table 2-2 presents a summary of _ted water depleti0nS'i n the
Upper Colorado River Basin, and from the main stem 0f the Lower Colorado River.

..

Table2-2
Snmmnr? Of ][_oj_ W._'_letiOi_ in the

ColOratlo River Basin';

., .. 0,,.007 . .,,., . ....
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

ii Il Il I II I I , I I I

Upper Basin s 3_650 , 3_935 4,_103 4_270 4_380

.Lower Basin 9 7,215 7,5.00 7,500 . ..7,500 7,500..

, Total 10,865 11,435 11,603 11,770 11,880, ,, m" · ' , , ,,, , , ,,

Exi_inu Snlinitv Conditionqv

The goal of the Colorado River salinity control program is to maintain the flow-weighted
_e annual salinity at or below the numeric critmSa. The effort is not, however, intended to
commract the salinity flucmlions that are a result of the highly variable flows caused by short-
texm climatic variations in temInamure, _tafion, and mowraelt. Therefore, to evaluate the
effectiveness of the _linity control progtmn, salinity datn were anal_ and adjusted by removing
the effects of these variations to better undexmnd program effectiveness under long-term mean
water conditions.

ii i

_icm at point of me. D_ do not inclmt, Colom_ Riv_ 8ton_ _ n_'oir m_omicn e_amted
by _ to average 520,000 acre-feet per year under full d_vel_.

_ow_ColomdoRivermain_only. Divermnsfr0mthemainstemi_aretnnm. Dsm__m

stnn _oir evapontieaand stream_.
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For this Review, _ '_ this adjma_ data to evaluatewhettz:r current _li_ity
control efforts are sufficient to meet the numeric czitefiaof thesalinitystandardsunder the cmt
level of water development in the basin. Table 2-3 comtmre$ the numeric criteria with the
observed data and adjusted salinity levels at the three Lower Basin monitoring stations. The
adjusted values are higher than the observed mlinities because they represent the full impact of
existing water development when in fact the fuU impact of existing development have not yet
made their way through the hydrologic system.

Table 2-3

Cmpm.bonorsan_ !_._ totheNummeC 'mrna'
forthe_ _L_') X_a orwmr_velo_ na_ Co_l

mm ii i ii i _ I I I I I I I
· :

station Numeric Adjuaed Observed:

{m_) ,, _ {mgm) .
Colorado Riverbelow

723 756 654
Hoover Dam

i

Colorado River below
747 775 661Parker Dam

I1 I1 I I

Colorado River at Imperial 879 882 787Dam
I III I llI IllIllll I I

I

_adbetsmUn_tb__ ocan'fnm kmg-u_mmn_ _ _ _ byCRSS.

:_Dtmberetoaprovisiomlrecords.
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Figures 2-4-, 2-5 and 2-6 summarize data

from past Reclamation progress reports, :2 Histor_Fiow-Adj_dSalinity
comparing the adjusted salinity (to reflect long- atHoover.-
term mean water supply) to the numeric criteria at 9o0
the three water quality stations through time.

800

Adjusted salinity..values were notreportgd during . _' " ' .... __
the 1980 through 1990 period. The figures Show '_E_.._700 - - - _-,,_-_- - '

that at times in the past adjusted salinity values _eoo
were above the numeric criteria. ,_

5OO

400
1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 '1985 1'990 1995

Years

FIGURE 2-4

Historic Flow-AdjustedS-a_ity HistoricFiow-Adjtsted Salinity
at Parker at Imperial'

900 .... 1100 ,

_.800 ,_ s,an_.... _ . _, 1000 --

E700 E 900 _.,,__'o_,
·--' 600 >'-- --- 800 ...,_,,_s,,_

m_ 500 co'w700

400 , 60O .....
1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995

Years Years

FIGURE 2-5 FIGt.H[F.. 2-.6

Future Snlinltv Proiee_ion_

Stlt-muting studies were conducted for the Review _ the Colorado PJver Sim-!afion
System (CRSS) developed by Reclamation. _ The CRSS is a package of computer models and
databases developed by Reclamation as a tool for use by water resource managers dealing with
water-related issues and problems in the Colorado River Basin. The central feature of the CRSS
is a computer program which simulates the flow of water and salt through the system and the
operation of the major reservoirs including hydroelectric power plants.
· m

_uOunl_of W_- Cokn-sdoRiverBasin_Prmmss R_e_rt,No. 1 through17.

_'onnafi_ on CRSS is_mted in thefolbwing Reclamati_ n_orts: _01or_do]_verS_...lt_O.
Sv__,_m.An _Y,_,___ive Smmnm'v(October 1981); ColoradoRi_,er SinmiL,ion System.Users Mnmud 0une 1982); and
Color_o River S_m.t_ Sram. SystemOverview (1984).
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Studies were conducted to provide estimates Of future fiow-wei_ted average annual salinity
concentrations for each year of the study period at Hoover, Parker and Imperial Dams in the
Lower Basin.

CRSS Was first used to determine what the ex/sting _iinlty levels would have been if
hydrologic condilioas :had.been "normal' (had'_l_rproximatedth_ aver'4ge._ long-term water
supply). Based on this analysis, the _ has a comput_l shortfall of 418,200 tons of _lini_
control. This amount of addifio_ _li_ity control is needed to offset the existing (1995) level of
water development beyond the 621,400 tons of existing salinity control.

CRSS was then used Wpredi'a salinitylevels undernormal hydrologic conditions at 3
levels of salinity control: (1) Without any control,(2)withoutany additionalfu/urecontrol, and _.
(3) with enough fimn_ controlto return to the nunmic c-timiaby the.year 2015 In order to meet
the numeric criteria in'2015 at the Hoover:station, the salin!.!yprogram will need a total of
1,476,600 tons of salinity'c°ntrolas'is ishownin Table 2-4. This ._ts '855,200 tons beyond
the existing 621,400 'tons of '-'salinitycontrol. In other wo_s: ..angrt_mately45./ID'-m_ of
._liniw matrol mmmres-m._ bi:added eaah attar if the _mtnam"is to meet the numeric Criteria
at the vmr"2015.

Table 2-4
Salinity Control Req_ and Needs

m m .. ., . m m s m

Exi_ Salinity Control Needs (1/95) 1,039,600 tons
I I I II II I I I I

M_asures in Place 621,400 tons
m m . m m

Backlog (shortfall) in Existing Controls 418,200 tons
I I II II I l

2015 Salinity CxmtrolNeeds (total) 1,476,600 tons
i i m . m i m

1996-2015 Additional Salinity Control Needs 437,000 tons
i i i

1996-2015 Implem_lation Plan 855,200 tons
ii i i i iiii i ii i i

2-10



Using the 78 years of historic hydrology in the CRSS data-base, Reclamation determined

the mean salinity levels through the year 2015. PredictedFlow-AdjustedSali_
The actual annual values will vary significantly BelowHooverDam
from these averages. The results may be thought
of as a trend analysis with the random, hydrologic

· 85C
variation removed. The results of lifts analysis are ---: _r,_._
presented in Figures 2-6 through 2-8. For each of '_

the three stations,the figures show, .relative to the g . _ _. _,,,.,_' c_'_
numeric criteria: (1) where mean salinity levels _
would have been without any controls .(past, _ '_ ,,'_ A,,,,_
existing, or furore); (2) where they would'be with r - .,,_,,_c,,_- .. '

existing and no act_ COntrols; and, 0) Where" -_"_,No'" ;/eo ", :*"_,ooo"-mo' uo4o
they would be with both existing and futm_ Years
salinity controls.

FIGURE 2-7

Future salinity concentrations will depend
not only upon human activities .but upo n: natural -

Predicted Flow_ed Salinity Predicted Flow-AdjustedSarm_ty
BelOw Parker Dam At Impe 'rr_ Dam' '

1000 , ,

v .

_ 880
-=- Wsth_

CQnn_ W__
f.D l_nlem _ 84O

Years Years

FIGURE 2-8 FIGURE 2-9

phenomena, such as runoff COnditions, natmal
evapo_on, and pm:ipitafion, dissolution and mixing within the major storage reservoirs.
Even with full implementation of the Program's current Plan of Implementation that would offset
the human impacts since 1972, the actual _]ipities at the criteria stations (and elsewhere in the
Basin) will continue to fluctuate with hydrologic cxmditions in the future.

Exeeednnee Evaluation

A stati_cal analy_ was performed for this Review in order to determine the effectiveness
of the program in maintaining the numeric criteria. The analysis evaluated four conditions of
various levels of salinity COntrol ranging from no controls to implementing the Plan. Data were
developed which indicate the frequency of occurrence of various mean annual salinity
concentrations. Provided the salinity control measures in the Plan of Implementation are in place
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by 2015, the mean annual salinity concentrations at the three lower main stem stations would be
at or below the nmnefic criteria, with Hoover Dam being the controlling station. This statistical
analysis is included as Appendix C.

Im_naets of H_vdrolo_,

Beyond the exceedance percentages shown in Appendix C, which show how often various
salinity levels should .be attained, it is important to understand that annual salinity levels may

remaindepressedoreleva_ foraperiodOrJime.TheifistOacalplotor_ty atXmpermrnxn
shown in Figure 2-2 earlier in this IReview'effectiVely clemola- Rraies .this.

Also, Reclamation'sCRSS model was' used' to define how quickly .sa!inivy:may increase
or decrease from the present .levels recently observed in the Colol_o River sYstem._ The model

runs were m_de by setting _e stariing c°nditi 'ons to _e Ob/r,_Ved level of '~sa_. anti storag e in
the resexv_ system. -Thehighest'andlowestintiOaSO?xecord'were''se]eet_out of the Ct_;s '
databaseto definethesebounds. The 'tno_l runs were 'stan_'w_th._ese _ perils and
allow_ to '_ _ the _ for 20 _ as an '"_impletof how salinity'may'va_'(see
__ c).
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CHAPTER 3 - WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR SAI.INITY

Overview of Standards

On December 18, 1974, the EPA promulgated a reg,lation (40 CFR 120; see Appendix A)
which set forth a basin-wide salinity control.policy for the Colorado River Basin. This regulation
also established a standards procedtne, and required the Colorado River Basin states to adopt and
submit to the EPA water quality standards for salinity, ;including numeric criteria'and aplan of

implementation, consistent with'the policy stated 'm 'the regulatio n. The Basin states,acting
through the'Forum, ini 'tmny'mstoniled._'to ibis reginafion by developing and' submi 'ttmg to .the EPA
a report entitled Water OuatitvStandards'for Salinity Including "Numeric Criteria and Plan Of
Implementationfor Salinity C_tro] ':C:nl0rad°'aEwer Sv_m dated June 1975, Since the rotes, -

inihal adoption, the _ quality stalidards have'beet,._reviewed every th/'ee years (1978,":1981, ":
1984, 1987, 1990, and 1993) as'required bY SeCtiofi"_3(c)(1))of"_he Ctean Waier Acl. This -
report documents _aheseventh triennial review: conducted by/heForum 'as 'required by law.: - '

In 1975, the Fonnn proposed, the states adopted, and the EPA approved, water quality
standards, including numeric criteria and a plan of implementation to control salinity increases.
The Forum selected three lower Colorado River mainstem stations as being appropriate points in
the Golomdo River system at which numeric crilmia should be established as required by the 1974
_. These stations are located at the following points on the Colorado River: (1) below
Hoover Dam; (2) below Parker Dam; and (3) at Imperial Dam. The plan of implementation,
developed in 1975 by the Forum and parti_ federal agencies, was designed to ensure
compliance with the water quality standards for salinity. During each triennial review, the plan
of implementation has been updated to ensure continuing compliance with the standards.

Ihe standards require that a plan be develot_ that will maintain the flow-weighted
avem_' annual salinity at or below the 1972 levels while the Basin states continue to develop their
_-aplamioned water sut_y. The plan of imp_on was not established to reduce the
salinity of the river below levels that were caused by natural variations in river flows or human
activities prior to 1972, but to offset the effects of water resource development in the Colorado
River Basin after 1972.

The Colorado River water quality standards for salinity and the apprmwh taken by the
Basin slates in complying are Unkl_. During thc course of each triennial review, the Forum
projects the Basin states' use of comIIct-apporfioned waters and the resulting changes in salinity.
The salinity projections are based on the use of the long-term mean water supply of 15 million
acre-feet per year. The plan of implementation is revised as necessary to ensure that the numeric
criteria will be maintained.

The regulation specifically stated that salinity control was to be implemented while the
Basin states continue to develop thek compact-apportioned water. Historically, the Forum
dedgn_ the plan of implementation to maintain the numeric criteria for a period of 15-20 years
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(e,g., the 1990 Review contained a plan of implementation through the year 2010). In this
triennial review, the Fonn_ not only looked at the amount of salt that needs to be removed by the
year 2015, but also determined the salt removal necessary when there is full' development of the
contpaa-apportioned waters of the Colorado River. In order to comply with the numeric criteria,
the Forum has determined that at full development of the compact-apportioned waters, 1.8 million
tons of salt annually must be removed or prevented :from gn_ the system. The plan of
implementation (described in Chapters 4 and 5) includes projects that have the potential for
meeting the goal of removing the required salt tonnage.

Nnmeric Criterin for Snlinity_

Fmlernl Rn_ulntion

The federal regulation pr0m_ (see Appendix A) by .the EPA required the adoption
of numeric _ by _ slates...Theobserv_ flow-We!ghtedavera_e annual-Salini_ for 1he Year --
1972 was determined by Reclamation from daily :How and"saYmity:,data. C0_ bY the U.S.
Geological Survey and Reclamation and became the numeric criteria as follows:

Below Hoover Dam 723 mg/L - -
Below Parker Darn 747 mg/L
At Imperial Dam 879 mg/L

There is no infetmce that 1972 was chosen as the barn for establishing the numeric criteria
because that year represented a typical or average year. Further, the plan of implementation is
designed to offset the effects of human activity under 10ng-term mean water supply conditions of
15 million acre-feet per year. The Forum's basis for selecting these stations is because of their
proximity to key diversion facilities on the lower Colorado River. The State of Nevada diverts
Colorado River mainstem water from Lake Mead for use in the Las Vegas area, and its return
flows move into the Lake and are part of the water supply available below Hoover Dam. The
Metmpoli_ Water District of Southern Calif_ and the Central Arizona Project divert water
from Lake Havasu, impoumted behind Pafia_ Dam, for many millions of water users in southern
Caligomia and cenwal _ The large agricultural areas in the Imperial and, Coachella Valleys
in Calif_ and the Yuma area in Arizona and California are served by diversions made at the
Imperial Dam. AH lower basin wamr use_ sttffer adverse _ of high salinity w some degree.

Tne cfiUn/a were not eslab_ to protect human health or fish and wildlife values. The
salinity levels that are an 'ttcipatedin the ftmne, even _ salinity control efforts, have not been

iv have adverse effects on human health or wildlife. Thus, this program is different than
most other water quality standards compliance programs.

The Fontm, _ing to the requirements of Section 303 © of the Clean Water Act, has
condtw_ the review conmiz_ in this report. The Fonnn cond_ that the numeric ct/tm'ia need
not be revised and should continue iv be the values used for the stnn_.
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Temnorarv Increases

The plan of implementation as set forth in this Review is designed to remove or control
enough salt from the Rivet system to maintain salinity levels at or below the 1972 levels as far as
it may be determined that development and/orhuman activ/ty have 'unpacted .the salinity levels.
The program is not, however, intended to offset the salinity fluctuations that area result of the
River's highly variable annual flows .(natural variations in the hydrologic cycle). The plan of
implementationfor this Review is based on the use of the long-term mean water supply, as were
the 1975 Report and all subsequent Reviews.

It should be recognized that the Rivet :_stem tssUbject to highly vari_lc annual flow.
The frequency, duration, and availab'dity of earry0ver mmge greatly affect _ Salinityof the
lower mainstem,'thetefore it is probable that.salinity leVelswill exceed 'the numeric criteria in
some years and be Well below ihe criteria in others. Given the above assumptior_, the flow-
weighted average annual salinitywili'be maintained at all times at Orbelow _1972levels.

Periodic '_ in =_ity above the mm-ia as a remit of reservoir conditions or periods
of below long-mm average annualfiver fl0w will also be in compliance with the stafi_. With
satisfactoryresetv_ conditions,and whenfiver flows nmn'n to at or above the long-term average
annual flow, concentrations are e_ to be at or below the numeric criteria.

Recent analyses have shown that the imlmet of natural variations in the hydrologic cycle
can have a significant impact on salim'ty. These natural variations in runoff can cause a
fluctuationinaverageannualsalinityconcentrations of about 450 mg/L TDS at Darn.

The federal regulations provide for _ _ above the 1972 levels if control
mea.sm'esare included in the plan. Should additional water development projects beyond those
anticipated to occur be completed before control n]_mn-_ are identified or brought on line,
temporary increases above the numeric criteria could result. However, these increases will be
deemed to conform with the smmlardsif appropriate salinity control measures are included in the
plan.

PLan of lmnlenmntation

The Forum believes it should assess whether implementation of the salinity control
program maintains salinity at some interim point in lime at or below the numeric criteria as
provided for in the standards. For this report, the Forum has decided to look ahead about 20
years to the year 2015. The Plan of Implementation has been designed to maintain the salinities
of the Colorado River at or below the numeric crilm4.abelow Hoover Dam. As _ in
Chaplet 2, the plan of implmnenlafionmust remove 1,476,600 tons of salt to meet this goal. This
will principally be accomplished by reducing the salt contributions to the River from existing
sources and 'mmiminn'g future in_ in salt load caused by human activities.
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Several significant legislative and organizational changes concerning the Salinity Control
Program have occurred since the adoption of the 1993 Triennial Review by the Colorado River
Basin Salinity Control Forum. Because these changes have affected both-Reclamation and
USDA's salinity control programs, they have affected the development of the plan of
implementation as presented in this Review. These changes are highlighted below, followed by
a discussion of the current plan of 'unpl_tafion.

U.S. Burenu of Reeinnmtion _m

On July 28, 1995, Public Law (P.L,) 104-20 was signed into law. P.L. 104-20 increased
theaaprop_iations'an_On 'oeiU_farthe',,.._lora_myermsiaSaUni_Controlh'ogram
byan_di 'u°_ _5,000,000ahaatahozizea_'Se_emS, of t_ _ent of_._te_ior,
acting ttm)ugh _on, lo implmnont a basin-.widesalinity C°mro1program. The 'Secretary
maycan,_ _ _"_y ar_ _r_.ts;a_crinto _mra_,_°_.. da'Or.a__ent,'
commitmenl_ for' 'grants,or advancesof funds to' nOn_federalea '_ under' 'SUCh"_s '_nd

as the ,T_:re_ry may.req''un_.iThe."_is to consh't Ofcost"-e_:f_ve meas_ 'and
associmdwo_sto-reducesaUni_f_m_Unes_a_s;:_'ng':_weas,,_rigationSOurce,industrial
souro_, erosion of public and private land,'or other soumes that the Secretary COnSiders
_. This proglam providesfor the mitigationof'incidental .fishandwildlife values that
arelost asa resultof thesemeasures.

Section 202(aX6) of the Act, as amended, allows the Secretary to initiate additional salinity
control projects without the need for _c congressional _on. The Secretary's
mnhofil_ in this regn_ are now similar to those pwvided to the Secmlary of Agriculture by the
1984 amendments. The Forum believes that this important change will allow a more timely and
efficient procedure for Reclamation to identify cost-effective units, or portions thereof, and to

with their _ l_clamalion has developed and adopted implementing guidelines
and procedures for the new program.

U.S. Dennrtment of Am-i_dtnre Prom_m
-- v v

On December 1, 1994, the Depamnent of Agriculture (USDA) was reorganized. Under
the new organization, the NalzttalRmtzm::_ _ Service (formerly the Soil Conservation
SaUce) was given zesponsibility for aHaspects of the USDA's Colorado River Salinity Control
Ptognm; prior to the reorganization,the Agz/cultu_ 'Stabtlimieaand Conservation Service (now
Consolidated Farm Services Administration) was respon_ble for the budget and funding,
participant selection criteria and conUact adminLm'afionfunctions.

On April 4, 1996, _ Ptesidmt signed imo lawthe Federal AgficulUual Improvement and
Reform Act (P.L. 104-127). It eslab_ a new program, the Environmental Quality Incentives

(F_,Q_),which oombined the AgriculUml Cemen_on Program, Colorado River Basin
SaU_ Control_sram, _ preaecem_w_ QuaUtyI_mives_, andtheOreatPlains

Program into one _ _ m assist crop and livestock producers deal with
environmental and conservation imtm_ements on the farm. EQIP will be phased-in over a 6-
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month period (April 4 - October 1, 1996). During the phase-in period, *Interim EQIP" will
continue to use the functions of the Colorado River Salinity Control Program to write new
contracts. Interim EQIP temimtes October 1, 1996. During this phase-in period, the Secretary
of Agriculture is directed to develop and issue final regulations for carrying out EQIP.

Under EQIP, the Seeav._'y of Agriculture is authorized _ enterinto contractsof not less ·
than 5 years nor more than 10 years in duration. The Secretary of Agriculture is directed to
develop and use a competitive offer/priority setting process in order to maximize the
environmental benefits achieved per dollar expended. While the EQIP provides that the federal
shareof cost-sharepayments to a prodUcershall not .bemore than 75 percent of the Projected cost
of the practices being installed (thc present cost-share_is'Y0 percent under the CPSC l_ogrmn),
the totalamount of cost=share_lmdincentive paym_ts Io a producer may not exc_d $10,000 for
any fiscal year and $50,000 for any multi-y_ eon_'_e Secxetaryot__,xie_re may exceed
the annual amount limitation b 'asedon his case-by--assessment of need and whether doing so
is consistent with the Per dollar maxi 'mmuionof environmental benefits.

Desefintion ofthe Pbn oftmolementation

For the 1996Triennial Reviewthc planof implementationconsistsof the foUowing:

1. Completion of Reclamation,BLM and USDA _li_ity control measuresto the
extent that each unit remains viable and appropriatelycost effective.

2. Implementation of the Forum's recommended and adopted policies (included in
Aptmndix B of this Review). The implemented policies are the following:

Imtx_ifion of effluent limitations, principally under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program provided for in
Section 402 of the Clean Water Act of 1977, on industrial and municipal
discharges, based on the Forum's 1977 'Policy for Implementation of

River Salinity Standards Through the NPDI:-_Permit Program;'

'Policy for Use of Blackish and/or Saline Waters for Industrial Purposes;*'

'Policy for Implementation of the Colorado River Salinity Standards
Thnmgh the NPDI=__Permit Program for Intercepted Ground Water;,' and

'Policy for Implenmntation of the Colorado River Salinity Standards
Through the NPDES Permit Program for Fish Hatch_."

3. Implementation of non-_t sourcemmmgementplans developed by the states and
approved by EPA.

Item 1 of the plan of implenm_tationlisted above is to be implemented by federal agencies
in conjunction with state, local and private participants. The Forum works jointly with federal
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agencies on developing the units and meamnms to be implemented. The Forum also urges
Congress to appropriate needed funds and to amend legislative authorization when necessary.
Items 2 and 3 above are primarily implemented by each of the Basin states.

The major comlxments of this Review's plan of implementation are the federal programs.
Tab_ 3-1 _ the 21inity _1 achiemd by the _ t_ts _ thc Prognm' s ....
original authorities and the _linity _o1_ which must be implcn_nted in order to meet
the goal of approximately 1.48 million tons of salt-load reduction annoy by 2015. These federal
programs are described in detail in Chzpter 4 of this Review.

Table 3-1

Colorado River Basi n Salinity C.ontrOi Program
Plan of Imp]mm_fion' '

1996- 2015

(Values in Tons/Y_')

AGENCY _ _ _' :! pOT_NTIALNEW ._ TOTAL
IN PLACE : .ME'ONJI/ES-, ':.

a i I ! i _lmaii i m i II m i /

Bm'mu of 375,500 480,000 855.500
ii 'i i i i

s

Burwu of 33,400 55.200 88,600
Land

i i i

TOTAL 621,400 855,200 1,476,600
,mi ml iiI I III · I

As Table 3--1illustrates, under the Program's original authorities, a total of 621,400 tons
of salt control has been achieved. Under the new auttim_zs for both l_Aamafion and USDA and

BLM'sexistingauthorities,the costspertonfor saltcontrolareestimatedto be $50.00/tonfor
Reclamation and USDA and $30.00/ton for BI_. These emimated cost values are substantiated

through salinity control expenditure experience to-date and the technical ability to acumlly
implmnent these efforts through the Program. Consequently, in order to meet the goal of 1.48
minion m of salinity control by 2015, it will be necessm'y to fund and inclement potential new
measures which ensure the removal of an additional 855,200 tons. In order to achieve this
increased level of salt-load reduction the f_ depm'tm_ts and agencies will require the
following _ commilmeflt$: P.,l_lalllafion- $15 million/year; USDA - $10 million/year; and
BLM- $1 million/year.
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CHAPTER 4 - PLAN OF IMPLEMENTATION - FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Introduction

The involved federal agenei_, working in close cooperation with the Forum, have
identified salinity control measures that have been and may .be implemented. The collective
efforts of Reclamation, theUSDA, and the BLM are iden_ and sum_ in Table 4-1.
Also, the USDA and BLM units described 'under the "_ Authorities' heading reflect aalt-
load reduction activities that were completed aS:of sePtem'ber 1995.

It should be recognized that over _,.timesome Of the salinity:control measures now in the
Plan of lmplemeatation n_ght not remove.,. all of..the projected salt/nd the Costs of removal may
_. Other salinity control measures would then l_ave tObe SUbst_ted in Order to' maintain
the numeric cfilmiawhile the Basin states co'fitinue:tO develop ',their'CX_mtmet-aPl_Orti°nedwale'rs.

Reelamation/USDA l.lnit_

The following paragraphs briefly describe the units which constitute the recommended
implementation plan. Detailed information on each unit can 'be found in the following reports:

Quality of Water- ,Colorado River Basin. Protn,ess Report No. 17, January 1995, U.S.
Department of the Interior, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.

Monitorin_ and Evaluation Report - for each of the _linity control units currenfiy being
implemented by the USDA Colorado River Salinity Control Program.

Units Completed

Three Reclamation units (lvi_ Dome, a portion of Las Vegas Wash and Grand Valley

Stage I) are completed. These units are preventing 73,700 tons of salt per year from reaching the
Colorado River.

Units Being Implemented

Pam,_,)x vnn,_y tP,er_on): Local ground water comes into contact with the top of a
nam_ salt formation _ it becomes nearly sattum_ with sodium chloride and mn'faces in the
Dolore_ River channel in Paradox ValL_, Co/omdo. The river picks up over 205,000 tons of salt

annually from this saline ground water source as it passes through the valley.
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The _linity controlprograminvolvespumpingthe saline ground water, thereby lowering
the water table and reducing saline inflows to the Dolores River. The pumped brine is injected
into a deep well in the Paradox Valley. About 128,000 tons of salt would be-removed annually
by this unit. There is the potential to increase this to 180,000 tons per year if sulfates can be
removed from the brineprior to injection.

The injection test well, the brinepipeline, the surface treatment building, and the injection
building have been completedand tested. The facilityis scheduled to go inw operati°n in FY-97.

Grand Valley _eclamation and USDA_: The area within the Grand Valley Unit in
westernMesaCounty, _, contribut_s0,000ms or_t'annuany to _aeColovado_ver.
Most of the saltsareleacheg from the _ and under!yingMancosF_afion byground wat_ that
is recharged by deep percolation from Canaland lateralleakage and onff_rm application.

TheReclamationprogramin theC,randValleyUnitis:being'mplementedin twPstages.
Stage I, enco_ ab0ut I0 _ of'the unit area,:consistedOfconcrete lining'6.8 miles of
the Goverllment'_'_ :(GHC),:c°lisoiidating'34 :lldlesof:(Ipen laths intO'29 Iliiles of
pipe laterals and ' i_g an:auto_ mOssand debrisremOval strucun_. This 'work Was
completed ia April' 1983. Stage 1I cimstmeti0n _:on the GHC systeTMinthe fall Of i986. '
Constn_on of the Price and Smbb Ditch systems started in 199i under c°operative agreements
with the PalisadeInigafion District and the Mesa County Irrigation District. Work on thc Stage
H systems will be completed in 1998. When completed, the Unit is expected to reduce salinity
by 131,300 tons per year.

USDA published thc plan for the _and Valley on-farm program in 1977 and in 1980
prepared a supplement to include improvements to lateral systems. The plan, updated in 1994,
identified a salt load reductiongoal of 132,000Ires. TneUSDA program includes the installation
of on-farm sahnityreductionpracticesand lining or piping certain off-farm lateral systems which
are needed to support the on-farm improvements. Implementation was initiated in 1979 under
existing USDA _ and in 1987fimdingbecameavailableunder the USDA Colorado River
Salinity Control (CRSC) program.

As of September 30, 1995, a tmal of 3,431 annual _tural Conservation Program
(ACP)/lmg-termagreemmisandCPSC_ havelmm_ned withparticipants.In addition,
48 farmers are ready to implement salinity reduction and wildlife habitat measures and have
submitted applicationsfor salinitycontrolc0_a,acts. Because of insuffident USDA funds, _linity

control contractscan be preparedand signedwith only a hnfitednumber of these applicants during
each year. Famm's have installed 513 miles of _ and ditch lining. Major improvements
have been _ on 22,900 acres of msrface'migafion systems including over 5,165 acres of land
leveling. In addition, 73 sprinkler systems and 50 drip systems have been installed. The total
USDA annual salt load reduction as of September 30, 1995, is 66,700 tons.

Uin_raBasin _eclnm,_on and USD_: The area covered by the U'mta Basin Unit in
Utah contributes about 450,000 tons of salt annually to the Colorado River System.

Return flows from 204,000 acres of '_ land account for most of the salt contribution.
Reclamation identified about 56 miles of the total 240 miles of canals and hterals in the Uinta
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Basin that could be cost-effectively lined. Implementation of the Reclamation portion of this unit
would mtace the salt load to the Colorado River by an estimated 21,000 to 30,000 tons/yr. The
finalpining mportlenvirmmmtal impact smtcmmt (ELS)on the unit was filed with the EPA and

uathe public in 1987. 0mplem_tation of this portion would be under the new program).

USDA published the Uinta Basin Sa!inityplan in t970amt in 1987 prepared a supplement
to include lateral systems. La 1991 the Hinta Basin Unit was expanded uainclmte la'emmet on
adjacent 'nrigamdland. Theplan identifiesa salt load reduction goal of 106,800 tons. The USDA
programincludes the installationof on-_ salinityreductionpractices and lining or piping lateral
sysmm. The ma__ _ conversionof _t mrfa_ '_on to sprinklersystems.
Implementation was ini 'tiara'in 1980 under '_istir_ UffDA.__es,-and in t987 funding
became available from 'li_e Colomdo'River salinity-con 'tirol. "_.

-.

As of September 30, 1995, a totalof 1,885 annual ACp/!ong-term agreements and =CW,SC
contractshave.been'_ 'withfmmuS. Also 280' rarmm'S..,who are ready to implement 'salinity
reactionandWnd_ _ rtmnm, havesub 'mit__op '_m0ns for"nanitycontrolcontnm.
_, ConU'actscanbe '_repmaland signed 'withonly a -lxmifednuiii_ of these- 'farmersea_ -
year because :of in_"-USDA;funding. Dyer '/93' miles of under.trod. '_es and ..

coucrm_laa_dditaUeshavebern-' 'msmh_and2,50Oacreso_land_-veaed.Over1,630'sp/miaer
systems have been ins_led On84,500 acres and approximately 254 surface sysmms .have been

on 13,300 ares. Irrigation water management is being appli_edon 70,400 acres. The
total salt load reduction achieved through September 30, 1995, is 83,600 urns/yr.

lower Gtmnison Basin _eclamarion and USDAk The Lower Gtmnison Basin Unit is
locamt in west-central Colorado. An esfimau_ 360,000 tons of salt are contributed annually to
the Colorado River. Public Law 98-569, the 1984 Act, authofiz_ portions of the unit for
_by_. _ of the _t_ waU_ pmnionof the unit is designed ua
elimim_ _ch __ the non-'urigalion sea.sca by providing a piped deli_ sy_ for
livestock wa_. This component will be completed in 1996 and will reduce salinity by 41,380
tons per year. S_ on the ways to n_ce the cost of the canal and late_ lining portion of the

have been _completed.They would reduce salinity by an additional 64,000 tons per year.

The _ Gunnison Basin USDA plan, upda_ in 1994, identifies a salt load reduction
goal of 166,000 ams. The USDA program includes the application of on-fium salinity reduction
traiMces on 169,000 'urigated acres and improving off-farm 'urigation latin-als. Implementation
was' 'muia_in 1988.

Asof _ber 30, 1995,267satinitycoatram havebeensignedwithpa.,'dci_ts. In
addition440 fimners have submitted applications for salinity control contracts, but conuacts can
be prepamt and signed with only a limited nmnbcr of these farmers each year because of
inadequate USDA salinity control _ funds. Fatmmz have installed over 210 miles of
pipelines and concr_ lined ditches. Fif_-sevem sprinkler systmns have been installed, 1,507
acres of land leve_ and 431 an-face systems improve. A salt load reduction of 26,600 ton.qyr
has been accomplished through Sepmnber 30, 1995.
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B_ SandyRiver(USDAk The Big SandyRiver Unit is located in southwestern Wyoming.
Below Big Sandy Reservoir, water is diverted to irrigate lands in the Eden Project. Irrigation

inw shallow aquifers near the Big Sandy River is the source of saline seeps. These seeps
and springs below the Eden Project contribute about 116,000 tons of salt, and tributaries
contribute about 48,000 tons of salt annually to the Green River.

The USDA Big Sandy RiverUnit plan waspublished in 1988. The USDA salinity control
program consists of converting 15,700 acres of on-farm surface irrigation to low-pressure
sprinkler systems. When fully imple__, the on-farm pwgram will refiuee the salt loading by
52,900 tons/yr.

As of _ 30, 1995,76 salinity conWaCtShave been ,signed with panidpan_. Also
12 farmers have submitted ai_PliCafions_r salirn'_ control contractS.,:but inad'eqU.a.'te USDA funds -
allow the pretmmfionand '_ of contracts 'withonly a limited number of these'farm_ _h
year. Seventy'six sp"'nfiklersystems haVebeea installed on 6;626 ag-res,3 surface systems have
beenin_p_roVeirlon:56 acresand_..8milesofpi_ine-have beeninstalled. 'Ks of september'30, '
1995, an annual saltreducti °n 24,600'tons has imen accomplished.

..

Dolores Pmiecr/M_ C'redct'Rec_on :andUSDA): 'Irrigationand other non-point
sources in the McElmo Creek area of southwestern Colorado result inan esfimaled salt load of

119,000 tons/yr to the ColoradoRiver. . .

Salinity control as an added feature of the Dolores Project, already under cxm_on by
Reclamation, was authorized by the 1984 amendment to the Salinity Control Act. Reclamation
m/xfified the design of Towaoc Canal to allow abandonment and consolidation of certain ditches
and is in the process of lining other ditches and _ piped htemls to reduce salt loading from
ditch seepage. These improvements, scheduled for completion in 1996, are expected to reduce
salinity by 23,000 tons per year.

The McElmo Creek Unit plan was des:fibed in the Nann-al Resources Conservation
: Service's (NRC5) 1989Environnma_l _ Slalmnmt. The plan, utxlaledin 1994, will remove

46,000 tons/yr of salt from the Colorado River. The plan will provide for the installation of
sprinkler 'urigafion systems on 19,700 acres, including 268 miles of pipeline, and sm'face
improvementsto another1,800 acres.

As of September 30, 1995,a total of 192 contracts have been signed with participants.
In addition, 185 fammrs have submit_ appheafionsfor salinity control eontm_. These farmers
are ready to implement salinity reduction meastm_, but only a limited number of conwacts can
be andsi  bea ofinad  fund , wasinitht , 102
of pipelines and 197 sprinkler systmuson 3,847 acres have been installed. The salt load reduction
accomplished to date is 11,000 tons/yr.
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UTdtqUnder the New Prot, r2m

San Juan River-tlammond t'Reclammimiand U.IDAJ:The San Juan River Unit drainage
contributes approximately one million tons of salt annually w the Colorado River Basin. In the
Hammond area, Reclamation has completed a planning repon/HS. The r_commcnded plan
proposes to line all Unl/n_ sections of the Hammond Project !xr/gafionlys_,,m. The e_/mated
salt load reduction would be 27,700 tons/yr. N-RC__ an investigation in 1992w explore
the potential for a USDA program in the San Juan River Basin in the Hammond area.
Investigations indicated that a USDA on,farm program is not cost-effective inthis area.

Price-San Rafael Rivers.llteClamationand USDA): An estimated 430,000 tons of salt
annually _the Colorado 1/ave/from lhese two fiver basins. The Price and San Rafael
rivers, tributaries of tile _ River, are 120 miles sou_ Of Salt Lake City. The .final
planning repon]EIS was Completed and issued in Dec_nib_ 1993. The prererre_ plan would
reduce salt loading w'_e ColO/ado.Riwr by an _ 161,000 'wns per year.

..

..

Other units that have not been fully invmiga_ but'have some p0_ under the new
inct : U' m'aShiTWS); C  WoodS 'pgs -

Dese izati S'mbadV ey (USS ; tony r -VilRiverCOSBR);Ch-rindvaney
II Balance COSBR); and, Lower Ommison North Fork (USBR).

. _

of T-_nd Mnn,,fft_,_F

The BLM is con_ the implementation of actions which will minimizesalt discharge
to the Colorado River system. To ensure Ba._-wide tw2.ni_ condstmcy, _'opriate
_eds are being ranked by federal and state interagency _te_m_in order to establish relative
_linity control priorities. _ watershed rankings have been complel_! in Arizona, Colorado,
Utah, and Wyoming, however, they have not yet been initiated in Nevada or New Mexico.

'Add_imally,Resom_ Management Plans are being implemented through plans which focus on
smaller geographic areas. These plans (often a multiple x_our_ plan or allotmcat nmagemmt
plan) may _ n,_agemmt activi6_ land treatmmts, and/or ra'ucmral projects for salinity
control.

For the pa_ several Review periods, the _ Man_emmt Phnning prtx:e_ has been
the_ mechanism for making BI_ land use_, and it h_ also served as an important
first step in BLM salinity control program imp.!_,n_mti,_a. Recently, BLM has placed more
emphasison resolving resource managennmt issues and probes in full collaboration with other
federal, state, Tribal, and local govemmmts and agnmies, as well as the general public. As a
result of these develeVmmts, BLM's resource mamgen_t derision-making process has become
more 'p/Wddlm_and collaba_afive. For example, _ the acfvc involvement of the dfizen-
owners of the eight Resource Advisory Coundls 0_AC) in the Colorado River Ba._, the
developmem of shared state/__ s_audardsand guidelines for rangeland health will occur.

Analysis and _se_xnmt activitiesin _ of resourceplanning will be ongoing, and will
focus on issues like ecological hcalth, restoring resources at risk, sustaining development, and
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other goals and standards established during decision-making at the national, regional, state, and
local levels.

· .

Activity plans, which traditionally have been more detailed and focused on smaller land
units with significant resource pressure, will become much more integrated. The BLM will
continue to develop and favor focused imerdisciplinary monitorin_ and assessment methodologies
which serve multiple purposes over single purpose techniques and efforts.

Well piu_n_ Activities

As the agency __le for leasing all fedemlly-own_ mineral 'reeSo.urces, oppommities
occur for BLM and cooperating agencies w reduce 'salinewater discharge from 'oil and gas _
operations. Production water dispoml requirements are outlined in 'Notice to Lessees and'

of Fefleml and Inai_ Oil and Gas .O/rotations'. RIM has worked closely withgae New
Mexico Oil Conservation Divisi °n w plug several orphan Weus havingno'c!ear owner, and BLM
anticipates many more wellscan be plugged under _ indUStry-funded program:

.. : '. , _

Contwl of point sources (either flowing wells or springs) bY the BLM at various locations
has redu/_ approximately8,400 mn_year of Salt' -rge,.andnon-pOmt source Salinity .control
measures have been completed which control 25,000 tons/year.

Flowing wells and springs continue to be controlled at various locations. It is estimated
that another 5,600 mm of salt xeducfion can be accomphsh_ at known point sources. Combined,
all of the BLM salinity control measures (units underway and/or identified as potential, including
well plugging and non-_t sources) will prevent 88,600 tons of salt from entering the Colorado
River system.

The onshore oil and gas program is one of the major mineral leasing programs for the
Department of the Interior. At the end of Fiscal-Year 1995, there were 19,000 leases in
production status. For Tribal lands, the RIM is also restxmsible for _onal management
oversight of 4,200 producing leases, drilling supervision on non-producing leases, and advising
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Tribal officiah, and allottees concerning leasing matters. Interest

in oil and gas activity in the Colorado River Basin is widespread with the exception of Arizona.

In the San Juan Basin, BI_ has contin_ to assess oil and gas well-plugging opportunities
which were identified at the conclusion of the inleragency study of Navajo aquifer _liniTation
(Aneth-Ismay oil field). In the Aneth area, there are several flowing wells for which BLM has
mineralresponsibilitY.Eachof thesewells is high risk becauseof the past use of dynamiteand
other tcmIXa'axy measures. _fiy, thc Fanning, tm District has not identified any funds to plug
these wells.

Dm-lng the past three years there have been 15 wells which were abandoned by a failing
oil field operator in the San Juan Basin. Two ware plugged by the State of New Mexico; five
by the BLM; and the remaining eight were plugged by Tenneco who bought the leases following
abandonment. The major concern addressed by these pluggings was underground salt water and
oil conlaminated fresh water, and discharges to the San Juan River. Neither the hidden salt
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savings, nor salt saved at the surface, have been estimated. Opportunities exist in the Moab and
Rock Springs Districts for plugging additional flowing wells, however, salinity control funds
which are annually identified in the BLM budget justification (Washington, D.C. level) generally
lose their identity when funds are aggregaled at the State Offices. Therefore, well plugging
opportunities identified by Field Offices may go unfunded.

·

In the Monument Butte OilField of northeastern utah, mitigagon work has been
performed as an offset for surface disturbance and possible diffuse source salt-loading of oil and
gas drill_. Improvements have been made in support of road construction and maintenance.
Numerous erosion control structures have been hmded by private operators _ reduce non-po'mt
source loading from saline fields in ltflSfield.

Nonnoint Sou _re___.__nlinitv Control A__

Sca. Water...and'_r Ac't_ity fSWA): 'This._. provides for·rueprote_on of
watershedvaluesand fUn_on on the_Ubliclands. Its corepu._osesare ':_ _ _a]inity,

ahd other non-Pdnt'stmz'Cep011'umntdischarge from lhe pUblic:'landsin m-der _ protect
and enhance waterr_our_s. Currently, this Programacti_ty prOViclesa salt-load reduetion of
approximnt_ly 10,400 tons.

. .

W._vrshed improvement practices fiagied by the SWA activity at the Fort Pearce project
in Arimna are _ salt savings. In C.olom_'s CrmndValley, ired on the C-randMesa slopes,
BLM personnel are working with recreation specialists to reduce the impact of off-highway
vehicles (OHV) on Mancos shale-derived soils and on steep dissected slopes. The White River

Area is implementing salinity contmh on the Baking Powder portion of the Lower WoLf
project. Also in the While River Basin, controls were started in 1993 and continue in the

Evacuation Creek drainage. At White Face Butte, numerous small watershed control smgmu_
have been conslruct_. The Dry Creek Basin CoordinalmtRange Management Plan (RMP) is
being imp.!_n_ ia part with fimds from a Section 319 CleanWater Act grant to the San _fJguel
Soil and Water Conservation

In lhe Ij_ ColoradoRiver dmimge, salt rovingshave bern achieved on 5,073 acres with
the installation of sediment traps. On BLM roads and rights-of-ways in New Mexico,
nminamam_and cormc6ve measures have been taken to 'minimizesediment wanstxm from saline
sons. _ cu_uionn_ervoirs(Sager'sWash)andsagebrushmU=c.hoppi_ (NashWash)
have cmaled salt _, as has the trapping of suspended _ent by the Pafiette weilands. In
Utah, the _ District has stab'fiized saline sediments with channel sn'ucmres and reseeding
at bteadow Gulch, creating significant sar savings.

TheRmautValley,Utah,p_ect would_ 350mm/yearof saltfrom ColoradoRiver
tributaries. Prd/mil2ry m_ studies have been conducted on a potential sim for a large
sediment control _, but funds are lacking. The Birch _ Blind Trail, Factory Butte,
and Last Chance areas in the Richfield District have been assessed for potential _linity control

projects.
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In Wyoming, BLM continues to work with private users and pennittees to reduce sediment
and salt problems caused by the existing roads of the Red Creek Ba._. In the Cedar Canyon area,
Union Pac-/ftcResources has been cooperating with BLM in the s_ab'_on and halting of erosion
associated with roads in the region.

Monitoring at two ctimatol_ and 82 watershed zites is t_'oceeding to supp0rtmore
salinity control act/vities in the Richfie2d and Cedar City Districts, and the Vernal_t'z Castle
Peak project. BLM was also engaged in a _ot_rative monitorin_ effort with Reclamation at
Sager's Wash, Utah until the end of fiscal-year 1995. A gaging station is planned at the mouth

of Bullfrog Creek, just above Lake__P0well and w_l be O/)em_ under imer_ency agreement by
the USGS' Water Resources Di.visi0n (subject w _ nPPropnations). Investigations of salinity
control opportunifi_ are Underway in .the_ 'Draw .0Gaibab.Creek), Clayhole'and HUrricane
Wash areas 0f Arizona, and in Col_o's Vermi!lion 'Creek.

Rzn_ehnd Activi _W:'The major program objectiveof ran.gehnd management as it _'s
to water quality of the U.ol0'rado River system 'ls"to ira1).lemen! :Slal_lards.and. g=-_es which

water sheds'and 'minimize ie_vsion, Saline._, flooding. , sedimentation,-and water -
quality damag es. The;develOPment of -regional and local 'stan_ and gtfide_es for uses:
affecting rangehnds willbe significant effort..thrOugh 1997. The'BI._ State Directors,' in
consultation with the Resource Advisory Committee and others, will develop standards and
guidelines tailored to local conditions. Currently, this pwgmm activity provides a salt-load
reduction of approximately 9,400 tons.

Impwved dismtmtion of livestock and changes in season of use has occurred in Arizona.
Colorado has improved the dim/bution of livestock on 20,000 acres of Mancos Shale, and

cover has improved. With Castle Peak and 6odin (Utah) RMPs implementation, the
forage u 'tfiizafion and season of use changes have gen_ quantifiable salt savings.
Impwvement in watershed function has been implemented on 90 percent of the allotments within
Wyoming's Muddy Creek watershed. This has increased upland and riparian plant cover,
decreased peak flows, reduced channel erosion, and has encouraged the storage of salt-laden
sed/menm.

The Federal Land Policy and Managemmt Act of 1976, as ammded, provides that 50

percent of grazing fees are _ to be appropriated for range betterment, as discussed in the
next section. Half of the appropriated amount is to be spent in the same BLM Disuict which
generated__. The _ half may be 'utfiizedas the Secretary of the Departmemt of
the Interior may

RAnge lmoroveme_t/Bettermenfi Activity: The pfindpal objective of this activity is tov

improve the productivity of public rangeland eco_jstems to benefit livestock, wildlife, _,
and watershed protection by means of comtructing/__en_g on-the-ground physical
improvements that have proven successful in increasing the productivity of arid and semi-arid
western rangelands. Through range improvement implementation, Colorado has improved the
livestw,k distribution on, and utili_tion of, 20,000 acres of rangeland. Currenfiy, this program

activity provides a salt-load reduction of approximately 1,100 tons.
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This activity funded plowing and seeding of 400 acres of sagebrush-dominated rangeland
in the San Juan Basin. Excelle_t herbaceouscover was achieved, which will improve the ability
of the site to infiltrate precipitation, thus _ing water on-site, and reducing the loss of saline
sediments and dissolved solids. Tebuthiuron treatment of another 9,710 acres of sagebrush
(selectivethinning) has improved :thewater.handling ability of another San Juan River tributary.
In the Kanab Resoun:e Ama of soufia_ Ulah, a v,_er _ f0r im_ved livmtock distzibution
and prescn'bedburning and seedingprojecthave con__ to salt savings..Two detention ponds
in Richfield have also helped. In the Rawlins DiStrict of Wyoming, the George Dew rangeland
dike removes a large portion of the sediment and salt which was being passed by the channel
system.

'paparianAcfi,vi_: The BLM will manage ti_-wetland and aquati'czones to achieve
:healthyand productive conditi.0nsfor _.amn bmefits and values,with 'the'objective Of restoring
and maintaining riparian.wetland .areasso that 75 percent or. more of the areas are in proper
fun__ condition _y 1997. The _ riparian assessing!' 'lechnkl'"_ repons riparian area
con&lion, tre_l and :health"m_..one orfour ca_, mies:(1) 'prglx_fuh__g; (2)_uncti0nal-at-
risk;O) n-onfun__; _d (4)unknown.'.Curr_tly, this__activity PrO.deSa _t40ad
reductionof- 'appmiima_y900tons.

In Colorado, 'u_a'ovemmt in plant cover by establishment of fi_ pasture and off-
channel livestock walming has _ a salt savings. Utah has also implemented protective
riparian management practiceswith salt- saving benefits.

W'fld Horses and RmmS Activity: W'fidhorses and burros typically occupy rangeland areas
on the public lands in common with livmlock ami wildlife. The long-term numbers of each group

can be properly sustained in each areais determined through the land use planning process,
based upon habitat req_ts such as wat_ and forage. Currently, this program activity
provides a salt-load t_luc_on of a_yz_ima_y 60 tons.

The ability to attain a Ihriving, natural, ecological balance (as required by the Wild Free-
Horse and Burro Act) is primarily _dent on the ability of the BLM to control these

populations through the removal of excess animals. Removal of 350 head along the Lower
River c_cidor has_ _nt cover by reducing forage c_sumt_ in the Cibola,

Havasu, Black Mountain, and Gold But_ Herd Management Areas. Salt load reductions will
affect mTmaari_ into Ta_ Mead. A reduc_on of 100 head has been completed in Spring Creek,
southwestern Colorado, allowing for vegetative recovery.

W_l_fe Ac_ati__. This activity in_lm all facetsof managing and protecting wildlife and
habitat on the public lands with the objec_v¢ of msni. ng c_xhnumhabitat and a natural

abundance and diversity of fish and wildlife resources. RLM also managm wetlsnds and other
important _owl habitats on the public lands to help _ a diversity and abundance of
war,owl. _y, this program activity provides a salt-load reduction of approximately 840
tons.

In the Paxiett_ Wetlands, the BLM has implemented measures which encourage the
trapping and overbank storage of saline sediments. Vegetative chopping (into-chopping) of
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decadent brush stanch, water developments, and application of prescribed burning have all created
salt savings through the impwvement of watershed cover in western Colorado.

Recreation Management Activity: The primary objectives are to provide quality
recrmfional opportunities that fosters land health, mi_imiT¢ resource damage, protectwilderness
values, and assure a fair market return to'the publicfor any.commercial venture profiting from '
the public land resources. Currently, this program activity provides a salt-load reduction of
approximately 110 tons.

Road surfacing in the Yuma District's La Posa Long-Term Visitor Area reduced erosion.

Implementation of OHV 'managementmeasures in the ]dilk/..A_' 'drainagenear Olenw °°d, and
of the slopes of the Grand Mesa'is creating salt benelits.

Administration Or Minin_ law A_w_'i_' An_ 305,000 agtively maintained miniRg.
claims exist on public tarids '-_ by lheBLM. Aspart ofMining Law Admini'stration,

the BLM enforces s_ management and .eh _.vn'onmen_...__m__ Upon approved"
mine opmafi0ns plansan_i43 C.F.R. §3_r2. 'CunmflY, _ _ atxivity provides a salt-load
reduction of approximately '1,150 tons..Responsi[ffiities of the BLM: for surface protax_0 n and
environmental stipulations under'the 1872' 'MiningLaw 'hasresuiied in over 1,000 tons/year'salt
savings from the public lands in Utah.

. .

Facilities Maintenanc,e. Emengency _Operations/Dam,age Repair. and Fire Rehabilitation
Aiili.Yig_: Facilities maintenance provides maintenance to BLM administrative sites, recreation
facilities, u'anSlX_on systems as well as basic engineering support services for maintenance and
construction activities. The providing of immediate mspmm_ in the form of personnel, equipment,
or supplies for emergency repair or replacement of government property destroyed or damaged
by cmastrophic acts of nature (non-wildfire) such as floods, stormz, and other unavoidable cause
is the emergency _ons/damage repair activity. Fire rehab'_on covers the costs incun_
to prevent land degradation, resource losses, and other measures necessary to smb'fiize erodible
soils, strucUn_, or other conditions caused by fires or wildfire suppression actions. Currently,
this pwgtmn activity provides a salt-load reduction of approximately 960 tons.

The Fhthead Dam _ were completed in Axizmm. Over 75 miles of roads were
maintained in Mancos Shale-derived soils in Colorado with some Legacy-99 funds, and mining

company funds. Burned area rehabilitation was conducted on 5,735 acres of saline soils in
Colorado, and 10,600 acres in southern Utah.

U.S. Fidh and WiJdlife Service fFWS)

The authorities set forth in the Endangered Species Act, Fish and Wildlife Coordination

Act, Clean Water Act, National Environmental Policy Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act,
provide for FWS participation in the Colorado River salinity control prc,_am. It is mainly
through these legishtive _ties that the FWS works toward meeting its objective of providing
the federal leadership to consev_, protect, and enhance fish and wildlife and their habitat for the
continuing benefit of the public.
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There is a biological diversity of fish and wildlife resources and a great number of unique
species in the Colorado River Basin. This river system has one of the largest lists of threatened
and endanget_ fish and wildlife _ in the Unil_i States as well as significant other resources,
including migratory birds and waterfowl, non-migratory birds, big game, plus the wetlands,
riparian lands, and other habitats that _ these wildlife.

In general, FWS activities consist .of.evaluating proposed salinity contwl projects of
Reclamation, USDA and the BLM, and preparing related Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

repons, Planning Aid Memorandums, biological opinions, and commenting on Draft
Environmental Impact Sla_enmlts and biological ' ..asse_mm_ts.*TheSalt 1_r. City Field Offi ce
provides the overall program coordination for the FWS.

FWS participation in the phnning process for the salinity control program is provided
through a variety of plannin'gf_/_ & intetacfio_ with Reclamafio!l, $CS, EPA,
BLM, theForum,.smteagencies,lndi_ UibeSaud_¢'_m-al p_blic. :Listsof __ned and
endang,_ sped_, that may occur in the =tini? controlPr_ect areas are_ _'ded by'the FW$:
Biological o_6ons are _mmula_ by the FWS-for project/ r_ __ _' _g_

speciesmaybe afrO.

Controversy has afl.sen over the anticipal_l effects of salinity control measures on
wetlands. Replacing the loss of irrigation-induced wetlands may reset in conflicts between the

objectiveof salinitycontrol,trim--on of waterquality,andother regulatoryprograms
requiring the replacement of wetland values lost.

Much of the salt load is attribuled to seepage from leaking irrigation water distribution
systems and deep percolation from inefficimt on-farm 'migation. This seepage and deep
percolation also provides the source of water for many of the h'rigatien-inducod wetlands in the
salinity project areas. As seepage and deep tnm:olation are reduced, some of the 'urigation-
induced wetlands will be unavoidably lost.

A__i'tm of several new ._iinity control projects will require inctmsed review by the
FW Wensure _replacement of wetlands lost due to consmaction and operation of new
features. USDA's authorization to mitigaie 'mcidmlal fish and wildlife values foregone on a
voluntary basis was not strmgthe_d by FAIRA, _ore, the FWS will need to monitor the

of the NR_ to achieve adequsle compensation both in proportion to and concurrent with
thek con.toulon program. Concepts such as 'nntigatienbanking will continue to be explored by
participating state and federal agencies to acco_li_ safisfae_n'y progress.

U.S. Geologi'eal Survey _'RGS_

The USGS's Water Resources Division provides and analyzes hydml_c information to
assess the Nation's water resources. Programs are developed with coopm_ion and financial

support from state, local and other federal ageades. The programs provide hydrologic and
geochemical information for evaluation of surface and ground water systems as well as for
managcment and policy decisions.
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To provide information required by the federal, state and local agencies to address
Colorado River water quantityand quality issues, the USGS operates and maintains a network of
about 520 stream gaging stations and 140 water quality stations in the Colorado River Basin.
Streamfiow and water-quality information from these stations provide input to the hydrologic
database for Reclamation's Colorado River Simulation System., In addition to collecting
hydrologic data, the USGS conducts specific studies on surface water, ground water and water
quality.

Environmnt_l Protection Agemey IEPA)

The major -EPAprogrmnsrelatingto-ColoradoRiver saliniftycontrol are: (1) water qua!i'tY
manag_t planning; (2) water quality standards; 0) National'Pollutant Discharge F_Jimination
System (NPDF.S) Penm-'ts; (4) review of NatiOnalEn_vmmm.'emal'Policy Act (NEPA) documents;
(5) nonpoint source"-controlunder Section 3t9 0f the'Water'._mti' 'ty #ct of-1987; (6) Wetlands
pmux:tion; ap.d(7) the Un'dergroundInjection Conuol (UIC) Prg_.'gram.F or'the most pan, ltlese
programs are .either implemented.'_'by _he States'under 'f_ statue (suCh'as the'Water '.'quality .
standards _) 'or delegated to me slates bY EPA (such _s the NpDHS' 'prOgram).F,PA -'
maintains overfight _bitities for flae'_iand ddegated 'programs,and .has'responsibility
for reviewing and appmv_ water qualitystandards,including those for salinity. EPA continues
to encourage the Basin states to develop and implement the _n-wide and state salinity control
$11'_L,_ies.

Section 303 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to adopt water quality
standards, pursuant to their own laws, that are consislznt with the applicable requirements of the
CWA. The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum, through its Work Group, has been
re-affirming the numeric criteria for salinity and developing a new basin-wide plan of
implementation for salinity control for the seven basin states every three years to satisfy the
triennial review requirements of the CWA. Following adoption of the standards by each state,
it is the restxmm'bilityof the EPA regional 'administratorsto approve or disapprove the standards
based on consistency with CWA requirements.

NPDF_ paxnits are issuedby EPA for the two non4elegated states in the basin (Arizona
and New Mexico), including Indian tribes. In Arizona, the State drafts the permits for Arizona
waters consistent with the Forum's NPDES policies. The Slate also provides thepublic notices.
EPA Region IX draftsand issues the permits for tribal waters _t with the Forum policies.
EPA Region IX issues NPDES permits for Navajo lands in all three EPA regions. EPA Region
VI drafts and issues permits for other Tribal and Slate waters in the New Mexico portion of the
basin consisamt with Forum policies. EPA Region VIH issuesthe NPDES permits for federal and
Indian faciliges in the ColoradoRiver basin in Colorado. Salinity requirements for these permits
are reviewed and added where needed during the permit re-issuance process.

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA reviews NEPA environmental
assezsmentsand envirmunentalimtma _ts for both salinityand non-salinity control projects
of otheragencies. Tlmmgh r_dew of NEPA documents,EPA urges the identification of potential
salinity impacts and encourages discussion of mitigation of adverse impacts as required by the
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Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts
1500-1508). For example, EPA can comment on potential salinity impacts, when appropriate,
when reviewing EIS's for grazing and land rnanage_t, recreational developments, mining and
water development projects. In addition, EPA encourages the devetopm_t of mitigation measures
for adverse i_ W satisfy state and Forum policies for salinity control and through CWA
Section401 certmcatiomfor activi'tmmbjectto feder_._rmittin$ actions. TheF,ommpoUcy _ '-
encouragingthe use of water with higher total dissolved soUds for industrial purposes is being
supported primarily through NEPA review responm'bilities.

The basis for wetland protection and mitig_..'on is established.' in the regulations for
compliance with NEPA, Section 404 of the CWA, ExeCutive _ 11990, and'US'DA policy.
However, _ 'migafi'on-'_ wetlands and .reduci_. salt loadi_ to the Colorado River
may_mmtets betweenam .orimg__ ar_oi_ ....t_,umor_'Pr°gnm.', _tion
of the salt load in/he Colorad ° RiVer systmn Is _uted to seepage and 'deep percolationfrom'
leaking 'm'igafion: 'canalsand. "latm'als,.and' 'inefficient on-far m ,migatiOn- '.systems and Water
management,some 0r_se'/_t" tion___ and_actices are'theSour_.o_Water
for many of the 'wefianiis 'a.uodailkl Wi_'_ty 00ntt01' traits. As .seepage from 'irrigation
systmns is reduced 'and '_on .effi_cies'-are 'm_, 'some portion of these
·'n_mon-ma'_. _ maybe'_ orlosewue_ of rep_'_--_u,_
wetlandsand the need to reducethe saltloadin the ColoradoRiverpresentsdifficultchoices
betwemenvimmnentalvaluesof improvedwaterqualityandwetland_on. Landowners
are volunteering to implement wildl/fe habitat practices, including wefinnd replacement, as was
contemplated by the Salinity Control Act. EPA utilizes NEPA review and other types of
coordination with state and federal agencies as the means to parfic/pate in wetland assessment,
moniUning, replacement and reporting activities.

Section 319 funds have been appropriated since Fiscal Year 1990 for the states to
implement nonpoint source water pollution control programs. EPA encourages the states to
consider salinity control benefits as they mak_ decisions on Section 319 funding for their priority
watersheds.

EPA Region VIH adminislm's the UIC tmrmit for the Paradox Well salinity control project
in Golorado.
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CHAPTER 5 - PLAN OF IMPLEMENTATION - STATE PROGRAMS
. .

Important components of the plan of implementation for _linity control are the Basin
slates' activities associated with the control of.tolal diSSOlved solids through 1he National PollUtant
Discharge Elimination$ysmn 0qPD_)_ program '''and the _ quality management plans.

Bach of the states has adopted the Forum policies .'._"presentedin.Appendix B...:A listing of the
NPDES pa_ts in force within'th e Colorad0River _ .are.presented in is,Pt_dix D.._g
the period of this review, _e status of 'jtmPlementation. 'Of the' N'PDF_ permits and the water
qualitymanagementPlatoineachofthestates'isas:folloWs.

Aluma

NPDES Permits

Authoti_ for issuing NPDES permits has not been delegated tOthe state and still resides
in the Region IX office of EPA. Arizona is cutrmfly _g under an "interim" plan in which
the state prqmres the permit, solicits public commeats and involvement, and forwards the final
draft to EPA for approval and issuance.

Arizona, in drafting NPDES permits for industries throughout the Colorado River Basin
within the gate above _ _, _ the Forum's txflicy regarding salary control. Reuse
of treated wastewat_ is eacouraged as a geaemI principle.

Ptesmfiy there are 48 disclmrges in Arizona that are subject to the NPDES program and
drain into the Colorado River above Impeml Dam. There are:

Municipal/Quasi-Public (Including 44
Federal/Indian Reservation Facilities)

Industrial 4

One industrial facility is under a Clean Water Act, Section 308 Order, for discharging
without a NPDES permit.

The _t of F.nvimmmlltal Quality annually mvi_s monitoring repons of facilities

_y disdm'ging under NPDES permits. No permitted faa'lity is discharging more than one
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ton per day or 350 tonrdyr of TDS; and in most cases discharges are to ephemeral tributaries
which are remote from the main stream of the Colorado River.

Water Qunllty ,bflnnn_cqnentP!nnnin_ .,

The Northern Arizona Council of Governments (NACOG) is the designated area-wide
water quality planning agency for the'ColoradoRiver and its tributaries in/he northeast and north
central parts 'of the state, wh_e'the w/estern '_ 'Council of Govemmen.,ts has '_

fo_.'*.Moimve,La paz_and yuma Co_ties. The NAcoo area-wide 208 Plan is iri<
theupdateprocesswhichwaSlast UPdatedin1 3. ""

The Weslem Arizona.C_./nm_' of Governments (WAC.O(3)had similar .1,_ponsibi_ties for
Mohave, La Paz, and vuma_ _-,.fil_:/"''lle.(lesign_. '_m _e pro_nmin 1993. La'Paz
County has expressed interest 'mbecoming the/iesignaxed planning agency for its area while the
State is the current planning agency for the other two counties at this _-ne.

Other Aetivith_

In 1986, the _ State Letislam_ adop_ the State Envimnmm_ Quality Act (H.B.
2518). The Act established a new DeImrunentof Environmental Quality on July 1, 1987. The
water quality staff of the Depm'ammt is developing programsto protect the quality of both surface
and ground water, including point source and nmtxgmt source management, permitting, and

management. The State Nonpoint Source Water Quality Assessment and Management
Plan reports have been approved by EPA and demonsuafion projects are being evaluated. The
State Nonpoint Source Management Plan provides for cov__cy reviews in accordance with
Section 3190c) of the federal Clean Water Act. _ reviews provide an effective
mechanism for states to ensure proposed projects and programs contribute m improved water
quality management. Cztegories of projects and prvl_ams related to salinity control include
'non sysmm,salinitycontra!prujectsdments, diversionandnngelandnmngement.
Also, a comprehensive Aquifer _on Permit (APP) program, established in 1986 and

by rule in 1989, requires permits for most activities that discharge, including point
sourcedischargesto Arizona's surfacewater bodies.

 afliftolzi

IN'PI)IERPermlt_

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Colorado River Basin Region
(Regional Board), issues the NPDES permits for navigable waters and Waste Discharge
Requirements for land discharges within the Colorado River dmimge portion of the state. In
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issuing and reissuing waste discharge requirements, the Regional Board complies with all Forum
policies. In addition, the Regional Board has included in the discharge permit requirements for
land discharges a prohibition of brine backwash from waler softeners into evapo-percolation ponds

which overlie ground waters which are in hydraulic continuity with the Colorado River System.
Industrial discharges are to be confined in impervious evaporationbasins.

Wnter Ounlltv Management Plannln_

The Water QualityControl Plan for the ColoradoRiver Basin wasadopted -by the Regional
Board in November 1993. Following public h_s, the updated _planwas adopted by the
RegionalBoard and approvetlby the StateSWaler _ ControlBoardin F._rua_'t994. The
revised plan became effective _ appwval Ofthe'Otlice OfAdministralive.Law in AUgust 1994.
The mlinity control comP°nent of the 'w'dterquality plan is consistent with the Forum's plan of
implementation for Salinity control. The Regi'onal Board is working with local entities and the:-
Colorado River:lkmrd of Califo_ to :enSurethat 'rmplementationof the water quality plafi lis
achieved. · -

Other Activities

Stale Water Resources ControlBoardpolicy 75-58establishedpriorities for the use of poor
quality waters for cooling of inland power plants and has been in effect since 1975. The State
WaterResources ControlBoard has included salinity control in the Colorado River among its top
priority items.

gaflolauta

lqPDl_-g Permits

Administration of the NPDES permit _ was delegated to the State of Colorado,
Water Quality Control Commission (WQCC), by the EPA in May, 1978. The Commission's
regulation for implementation of the Colorado River Salinity Standards reflect all of the Forum
policies adopted to date. All existing, new or reissued permits require compliance with this
regulation.

_tly there are 338 NPDES permits in the Colorado River Basin portion of the state,
of which 145 are domestic or municipal.and 193 are indusuial facilities. Of this total, there are
8 major industrial permits and 24 major mtmiciI_ permits.

Colorado is continuing to insure that the Forum's policies axeimplemented through the

WQCC mgnlntions. Monitming is in place for all permits in the basin. Industrial and municipal
permittees who cannot meet the Forum's policies of no salt return or the 400 mg/L incremental
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in_ arc required to conduct studies to demonstrate that meeting these standards is not
practicable.

Water Qnnlity Mnnn_ement Plnnnin_

In the Colorado River Basin of Colorado there are four water quality planning regions.
Opportunities for salinity control were identified in the management plans for ail areas of the

_ Basin within Colorado' _'rifical salt yielding areas were asse_ by the USDA,
Colorado Soil Conservation Board and local soil _ districts. Atl_ 208 plans' '
continue to contain lists'Of the NPDES' 'permitswithin each area and stream classifications.

]_gion9 coversprimer' y theSanJ,_ rosinportion'of_. SaUnityprojecu in'this
areaincludeM¢_ C-*,t and_OnS orthcmlor_-_j'_ _''TheRmionlo plancovers
primarilythe '_ aaa:DoloresRiverBasim. S.u,ity I_jem in _ 'Legioninclude'the
Lower Ounnis0n and Parafiox Valley t/nits. ,tlegi0n '11 in¢tuites the Colorado'-main _m below
_,'and the lower reachesof the White and YamPa:Rivers, The saiinity-C°ntrol p '_ in
this region are Grand valley, Olenwood-Dol.qeroand'lvleek_ Dom e. :Region 12 is Comprised
primaffiy of the high mountain headwatersof the Cololado River and produces Uttle salt loading
to the river system. The updated Water Quality Management Plan .for this region has been
certified by tt_ state _ _ _ EPA _ _. The _ plan directs salinity control
efforts towards control of point stances and local control of nonpoint sources in the form of urban
runoff restrictions.

Nonpoin_ Source Pro_n

Pursuant to Section 319 of the mended (1987) Clean Water Act, Colorado developed a
'Nonpoint Source Assessment ReIx_' which identified stream segments impacted by nonpoint
somce po!l_ and categories of nontxint source pollutants which added significant pollution to
those stream segmmls. The relx_ also recognized the impacts caused by salinity from nonpoint
sances on _ _ segnamts and principally attributed the elevated salinity levels in those
segments to agriculaual activities (i.e. 'irrigation and soil m-osion due to gr_ina). It further
recognized the '_ of the salinity control efforts which have been made pursuant to the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974. The assessment relxm also tc_lnized the
need for development of best managcmmt practices OtMPs), to control nonpoint source pollution
and a handbook of BMPs was completed in May 1989.

The 'Colorado Nonpoint Source Management Program' was completed by the State and
approved by EPA in May 1989. The program is intended to provide an implementation strategy
for the ftmm_ treatment of water quality problems identified in the Assessment Report. The
program sets forth the roles and respeasibilities of the various subcommittees; which include

5-4



representatives from local, state, federal and private organizations, that are responsible for
implementing the nonpoint source program in Colorado. The program includes:

1. A description of each committee's membership and tasks it undertakes;

2. A priority system for reviewing, ranldng and recommending nonpoint source
controlprojects, to establishthek eligibilityto receive state and federal monies set
aside for such projects; and

3. A description 'of the nmnagement .._ and BMP's utilized by .each'
subcommittee(agrieulmre'and silvi.culm_, urban 'and construction runoff,, mining
impacts and hydrologi c mo,!tigOns). '

~

Several nonpomt source control projects,' for both stateWide.managementand individual
norrpoint sore-ce control, which wiil redu_.:salinity'in Ihe COlorad0'"RiverBa_ have been
approvedbythe'SUtX mmitt/for'l  'eanm'ration::.oa proj" aree%empLau tand be
implemented as project plans are dev'elol_' and funding becomes available. 'The most recent
annual relx>rton Section 319 activities was prepared in October 1992.

Other Activities

Coloradohas continued its suplxrR of the basin-wide apprcmchto salinity control through
its parficitmfionin the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum and associated activities.

The Colorado Soil Conservation Board, with support from other state agencies, is
continuing its work with the NRCS, CFSA and local soil conservation districts to direct, as
_, availablefederal soil ctmmrvafion_ ptogtmm towards improvement of on-farm
'nzigafionpractice. The salinity control benefits of improved practices are one of the reasons for
this effort.

A proposal for a fedeml-pfiva_ desalinization project at Glenwood Springs has been
submitted by a pdvate developer. The _ calls for desalting _iine water from the
Glenwood Springs, with the salinity program paying for the tons of salt actually removed.
Unfomma_y, the project does not appear to be economically feasible at this time and furtlmr
planning efforts have been suspended.
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NPDIE.q Permitq

EPA has delegated'the Nevada I_ivision of Environmental · 'Protection0qDEP) _th_ .
to issue NPD_ Permits. Basic Management lndu.mies (BM!) has eli_ indusuial

discharges to Las Vegas Wash. BM/now pipes _ to lined ponds where it
evaporates. Two of the companies have been .issued permils which allow.discharge of cooling
water to Las'Vegas Wash with a limit of no more Ihan 75 mgfL TDS greamr than the water
supply. Another Basic 'Management comfy has been issued a permit which allOWsdischarge
of surface storm water mn0ff. ..

In the past, the Nevada Power Company (Company) discharged brackish ooo_ water
from both the Clark and SUnrise Power Plants/nm Las V_as WaSh. Yermits now Pr°hibit such

into lined _'_m_ _,_. The new recyclingprocesshas reducedthe cooling water
requirementby fbou/'75percem.

The City of Las Vegas and Clark County Sanitation District (CC.SD) were issued new
disctm'gepermitsin hnuary 1992. TheCityand Countypermitsallowa flowof up to 66 and
90 n_illion gallons per day (MC_), _vely, through January 1997. The pemfits include
Waste Load Allocations (WLA) for total phosphorus and total ammonia, whole effluent toxicity
tea/nE, chlorine res/dual limits, and an ambient monitm/ng program in Las Vegas Wash and Las
Vegas Bay. The WLA for total phosphorus applies from March through October and ammonia
from April through September. The WLA do not apply to other periods of the year. In March
1994 the permits were revised to allocate part of the WLA to the City of Hm_.

The City of Henderwo was issued an NPDF_ permit in September 1992 to seasonally
disduuge up to 9.5 MOD to Las Vegas Wash from November through February. The Board of
County _ers has approved an amendment to the Clark County 208 Plan which allows
the City of _ to discharge up to 10 MGD on a year-round basis in addition w the

9.5 MOD dir_.harge. In order for _ to _e to Las Vegas Wash in the
WXA pedod, tmnnits were ame0ded w adjust the WLA for each emity. A permit was _ w
the City of Henderson ?-l-gg with WI.A, and other requireme_ similar to CC.SD and the City
of Las Vegas. Hez_iem'sonwill continue to use x'ap/dinffiuafion basins and subsequent re-use.

has an exums_ re-use sysmn, which NDI_ emou_ez, including parks, cemeteries,
a golf course and a green belt along the Boulder Highway.

The CC.SD plans to make direct d/scharge of pan of J._ughlin's _ effluent inW
the Colorado River and to make reuse of the remainder on local golf courses. The CC.SD

e.sti'm=_-q that by the year 2000, 7,000 af/y of treated effluent in Laughlin, a rapidly growing
resort area located adjacent to the Colorado River, will ultimately be available, 2,000 af/y will
be tv.reed, and 5,000 af/y will be returned to the Colorado River for credit. An NPDES permit
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has been issued. The quality of the waters affected by this permit will be closely monitored and
all necessary programs to protect water quality standards will be implemented.

The Lake Las Vegas Resort, located east of Las Vegas near Lake Mead, is also included
_-.

in the Clark C.omay 208 Plan. tt has at,plied w the l_}EP.for an NPDES permit._ discharge to
the Las Vegas Wash up to 3,000 acre-feetper year from its reservoir on a seasonal basis. Permit
approval is expected in 1996.

Nevada is continuing to apply thepolicies adopted by the Forum.

Water O__mlity Munn__ment Plannin__

A Section 208 Warm-Quality Management Plan for Clark County was approved by the

hashem on o=m  ldreu wan=iqumyneedsduetoZ Owm
in _ anti nun1 an_sof theory. ':-Themost-mOmtCompretim_ve:nunlnnut'amendment Was '"-
approved in NOVember 19°o8.The-moSt reoent compt'ehm_e UPdate'forthe Las _VegasValley
was approved by the Boardof CountyCommissioners in June 1990 and approved by EPA in
January 1993.

The 1990 urban area amendment updated Las Vegas Valley water quality management
practiceswith respect to wastewater tteamumt, effluent reuse, water conservation, flood control,
storm water permitting, and the Las Vegas Wash. It also evaluated the primary and secondary
enwiromnenmlimpacts resulting from the updated strategies and 'dmcussedappropriate mitigation
measm'es. The 1990amendmentincorporateda previous 1989amendment thatupdated population
projections and wastewa_ flow projections for the designated planning area in Clark County
through the year 2010. Other 1990 amendments incortmrated facilities plans for the City of
Henderson, the City of Mesquite and the unincorporatedarea of Laughlin.

On January 4, 1993, the Board of County Co_mi--e'-_ioners approved a 208 amendment to
permit year-tom_ discha_ of ttealedeffluent to the !as Vegas Wash by the City of Henderson.
By mutual agreement between the CCSD, City of Las Vegas, and City of Henderson, and with
the approval of the NDEP, the TMDLs were tealloea_edamong the three discharging entities so
that the City of Henderson could share in the TMDLs year-round. The three entities have also
proposed language changes for their NPDES Ietmits that would allow wasteload trading and
slmring between them so long as the sum of the TMDLs are not exceeded.

Expansion of. the City of Las Vegas wastewater treatment facilities was completed in
accordancewith approved201 facilitiesplans. Completion of the expansion of the CC,SD facility
is expected in March 1996. Industrial pre-_t permits are being required by the CCSD
for reverse osmosis treatmentof shallow ground water and on-site treated gray water to be used

by theMirage./T_ Islanddevelopmentin its lnndscnl_inganddecox-ativewater features. This
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represents a new beneficial use of shallow saline ground water that is pumped for dewatering
around building foundations. Local government entities within urban Clark County are also
parti_ts in the NPDES Storm water Permit Technical Committee to identify and implement
measures to meet State storm water permitting requirements. :Future 208 amendments are
expected to address gray _ater '_ and _mallow .ground water-issues, to ulxtate population
projections, and Ix)incorpom_ BMPs identified in the storm water permit for the Las Vegas area
entities.

Facilities Pinns

The City of Henderson completed consmaction ora _ MGD _ent .plant in'July of
1994. The City has tile capability to treat 19.5 MGD of wastewater. The City has been granted

apen_ todisct_xe mcon_em_to _ _ Vegaswa_au_ _ winter.period._nuent
d__ winbe_ ___i_ byac_bin_onor 'mam'n_'_on]',aarapid'mnitra_'on_s, _'
'n'tigalion on _'t_0ifconrses, a highway median., ;Other Pub_ 'areas"ahd by: 'd_i_l_ _ _e l._s
veps Wash._e_aee em_ wm.'evnmmiy'n_c_the LesVegasWash'asa seb_ now.
At sometimein the_ theCity mayhavem dis:ha_ to tbeLas VegasWashyearround,in
which case, nutrient re-moral will be required during the non-win ter months.

. o

The CCSD has completed construction of advanced secondary treatment facilities with a
total _t _ of 88 MOD. This capacity is projected to be sufficient until 2003-2004.
The advanced secondary _t plant will provide nitrification to reduce ammonia to reqtirud
levels. Effitamt from the advanced secondary _t plant will be pumped to the AWT plant
for additional _t which includes the removal of phosphorus.

The capacity of the City of Las Vegas' umment plant is 66 MOD. The treatment plant
provides secondary treatment _uagon facilities for phosphorus removal, and niuification
facilities, to reduce the concenUnfion of ammonia. The _ent plant treats the flows of both
theCitiesof LasVegasandNorthLasVegas.TheCityof LasVegasis alsoin theplanningstage
for consm_on of two satire water reclamation facilities.

Other Aetlvittes

A program has been developed by CCSD, Las Vegas, and North T_s Vegas to coordinate,
invemi_c, andencouzzgethe implementationof managementpmcmicest_ul_ug in reductionof
wastewater salinity. The principal emphasis of this program will be directed toward salinity
cmm_l to meet the mtuirements of the NPDES permits issued to Clark County, the City of Las
Vegas, and Hmderson.
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New Mexico
. .

NPDES Permit_

Authority for issuingixmnits has not beea delengatedto the _tate. Currently, the program
is being administered by EPA, Region VI, except for facilities located on the Navajo Indian
Reservation which are administered by Region IX. I_PA is following Forum policy in the
administration of the permit program. All new or renewed discharge permits contain language
req_g the permittee lc)adhere to Forum policy regarding salt discharges.

In the Colorado River Basin within the state, the following permits have been issued:

A. Industrial permits: electric power .generation 0), coal mines (8), uranium
mines 0), sand and 'grUel operations 0), 'small dornestic _ewage treatment
plants (4), small_ _.Irealm_t 'fa_. (1), dfinkingwater treatment Plant
(1), and an underground storage tank clcan_-_-upprogram {I).

B. Municipal._e permits: major sewage _ent plants O) minor sewage
_ent plants (2), and federal/indian wastewater facilities (11).

. .

Water Quality Managmnent ]4anninp

Work elements of the State of New Mexico Water Quality Management Plan (Plan) that
are applicable to the Colorado River Basin are sediment control, silviculture and irrigated
agriculture. The New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission is respon_ble for the Plan's
adoption in New Mexico. The initial Plan was adopted in two parts in October 1978 and May
1979. The most recent update to the Plan was adopted in 1991. The Plan reco_ the
importance of working COOlXa-_tivelywith the Forum.

The Plan covers the entire state except for that portion of the Navajo Reservation lying
therein. Planning within the reservation is the responsibility of the Navajo Tribe. Much of the
Colorado River Basin in New Mexico is within the reservation.

The Plan encourages the voluntary use of BMPs to control or reduce nonpoint source
pollution. The Plan designates the San luau River Bas/n in New Mexico as one of the four
priority basins for implementation of lIMP's for sediment control

The Plan includes designaledmanagement agencies responsible for implementation of the
nontx_t source control programs set forth therein. The agencies designated for portions of New
Mexico lying within the Colorado River Ba_ are:

· New Mexico Forestry Division for silviculture;
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· New Mexico State Highway Department, New Mexico State Park and Recreation
Division, and Jicafilla Apache Tribe for rural road construction and maintenance;

· New Mexico State Land Office and U.S. Bureau of Land Management for sediment
control;

· U.S. Forest Service for sediment control, rural road construction and maintenance, and
silviculture, and;

· U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs for sediment control, rural road construction and
maintenance, silviculurre, and irrigated agri_.

Atmttmr managenmat _ used to ctmtrol non_oint source pollution was devel_ by

the State under Section 319 of:the I987 :Amm_Imem_ _e federal _ Water Act. This section
required each state to develop an assessment 01_ its nonpoint source-re!patted ,waters-and a
management plan for c0n_l_ p61!uti0n from n_int _urces; Both the _ment and'the
management program hav_ _ approved 'by EPA. The.goal of h_e management .plan is tO
develop and implement a'program 'which wilt reduce human-'mduced pollutants from 'nonpoint
sources entering _ and ground water. The New Mexico Nonpoint Source Pollution
Management _ has been in effect now for six years. The State is malting steady progress
in identifying, controlling and abating existing nonpoint source pollution problems and in
preventing additional nonpoint source concerns. Several State and federal land management
agencies such as the U.S. Forest Service, BLM and the State Land Office are participating in
nonpoint source activities.

Other &etivities

The State of New Mexico, thxm_ the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Advisory
Council and the New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission, supports the Colorado River
Basin salinity control program and is m_ing all reasonable actions to ensure its implementation.
State actions include: 0) suplxgt of federal legislation hrA_ appropriations to implement the
_, (2) inclusion of salinity control measures in the Section 208 plans, (3) dissemination of
information on salinity sources and control measures to the water users and the public in the
Colorado River Basin area of the sll_, (4) consultation with indusuies on po_ .__linity
xuiucti_ measures, (5) implememation of Forum policy through existing legal and institutional
mechanisms, e.g. NPDES permits, (6) providing mlUghing funds to support the USGS water
quality data collection program in the Colorado River Basin portion of the sta_, and (7)
maintaining a continuous water quality planning program whexeby new or additional salinity
control measures can be addressed. A _ in fimding for item (6) above has caused a
reduction in this program since 1986.
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Utah

NPDES Permit_

The DepamnCnt alfa 'xanmmmlal.Qualityadministers the discharge permit program. The
State has the responsibility for issuance and comPliance for all new permits and permit renewal
applications received since July 7, 1987.

A total of 49 disctm-ge permits are in effect for industrial facilities in the Utah portion of
the Colorado River 'Basin. :Most ofthe, permits are for faciliti_ With no discharg, e or .discharge -
of intercepted ground Water'frOm n_ning _om in actxmtance With Forum policy. Additional
storm waterpmnits havebeen issuedfor o0nmuctionactivities. Thereare 190ennits/or
municipal _t facilities in.the Col°tad0 RivcrBasin of Utah.'

-r

',

Water O_mlity Mana_n_ment Plannimy_

Water quality management plans pursuant to section 208 of the Clean Water Act for the
Uinta Basin, Southeastern Utah, and Wayne County .certified by the State and approved by EPA
are in place and portions of these plans have been implemented.

Other Activities

Utah's Ntmtx/nt Source _t Plan was _ by EPA in December 1989. The
plan conla/ns Utah's strategy for the control of nottpoint source pollution in the state. A major
element in the plan is the need to define _ areas in the Colozado River drainage which are
yielding sedimeat and mlinity to the sy_ml. In a joint effort, the Utah Dotm'tment of
Agriculture, the Utah Depanmmt of Ea_mental Quality, the Utah Division of Water
Resources, _on, BIfVi, NRC_ and the USGS _oor_le_the task of delineating these areas
in 1992.Thisproject_ _ projectswhichmaybe implementedfor salinitycontrol
on a cost-effective bash. Utah has relied on USDA ACP funds and Bureau of Reclamation

salinity control funding to implements salinity control projects in the Colorado River basin.

Utah _ a low interest loan program which provides funding for soil and water
conservation and water quality hntmannmm_ pt-act/t_ for farms. Utah has committed a substantial
amount of funding _ this _ 1o 'm/gafim _emeat projects which provide salinity
reduction from on-farm sources. This program Olna'au_ under the guidance of the Soil
Coaaorvation Commhsion and local soil wnservafioa dimicts.

In addition, low inmrest loans are available to 'm/gation companies from the Board of
Water Reso_ for the improveraont of irrigation uansmis_on and delivery systems. These
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improvements increase efficiency and decrease seepage losses thereby contributing less deep
percolation water for salt loading to the Colorado River system.

l .vamiag

NPI)Eq Permits

TheWyomingDpartmmtofF.aviromm OuaUty,water4  aityDivision,'admi,,istm
theNPDESProgram.--'the-omm's , Ucy fornpemalion ofColorado2ivervoaUnity-
StandardsThrough the NPDF_ Permit ,_'" is xmqized to eval_ industrial and municipal
discharges. There is on_ one_-slgnifaeantindUsti_ _ of salinity'in lhe_ River Ba_.
Pacifi_'s Naughton _P0werPlant '_es i__tn_fl.Y 20 tonsOf salt tmr day t0-a tributary.
of the C.n'e_ 'Rli_. 'Ibis 'permit _as issued on lhebais thatit was'_ot' .pmetieab!e'to implement
the Fonnn policy of'no 'd_7,hnr_Of.Salt from industrial .sources. 'This _on was based .upon
a compaxison ofthe eosts_Ofremoving salt antldowns_'__ts assoeia_ With 'elminafang
the discharge. The current permit gxPims October31, 1997, and will be reevaluat_ for
consistency with Forum policy at that time.

A total of 62 NPDF_ permits are cun'ently active in the Wyoming portion of the Colorado
River Basin. Except for the previously discussed permit, all of these discharges are very small.
Eightnm municipaldischarge permits serving a total population of 41,000 have been issued. Of
this total, 32,000 are in Rock Springs and Caeen River. The incremental increase in total
dissolved solids concentration is 420 mg/L and 400 mg/L, respectively, for Rock Springs and
Green River. Of the 16 other municipal discharges, most are in compliance; however, a few
exceed the 400 mg/L incremental increase in salinity by a few 'mdligramsper liter. It is not
ecom_ically feasible to imliem_t a compmlam_ve municitml salinity control program for these
very small saltloads. Thereare5 other domesfic discharges in the basin. These are all small
facilities that do not exceed the 400 mg/L incremental increase. Thirty-nine other indusUial
dischargers also operate in the basin; all are in compliance with Forum policy.

Water C__21ityMevm_mmu_BtPlann_

The Wafer Qualiiy l_0af_mmt Plann_ and N_t Source !mplcmmtation Programs
in Wyoming are undo: the direction of the Water Quality Division of the I_pm'tm_t of
EuvLronmmcal Quality. The Clean Water Report for South_ Wyoming addressed water
quality in Lincoln, Uinta and SweeiwaIer Cxamtim. This rep_ was adopmt at the local level,
certified by the Governor and conditionally approved by the EPA on October 9, 1980. The
Governor's certification recognized a salinity control program for the Green River Basin as a
major water quality priority. The State strongly suPtxnXsthe aurmt USDA efforts in the Big
Sandy River Unit.
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The Statewide Water Quality Management Plan establishes an institutional framework
under which planning and implementation activities can proceed in Wyoming. Implementation
of much of the program depends on the availabilityof funds and the acceptance of responsibilities
by the designated management agencies. The Wyoming Statewide Water Quality Management
Plan is mended regularly through adoption of the triennial review and its supplemenlal report, :.

The Wyoming Nonpoint Source Management Plan was partially approved by EPA in
September 1989. The Plan calls for a cooperative, voluntary approach in the implementation of
BMP's ;argeted at water qua!i'tyimprovements. As wilh the Statewide Water .QualityManagement
Plan, implementation fringes ulxm act!_iance of responsibilities by designated management
agencies and upon 'the availability Offunding UnderS_tion '319. Under new guidelines being
adopted by EPA in 1996, the State w_l be updating its N0nPOintSource Management ?lan.

F.,du_fion and Public Involvement

The Colorado River Basin salinitycontrol pmble_ is basin-MR, with implications which
range over the entire 246,000 square mile basin drainage area. The basin's immense size
highlights the need for effective public education and public involvement programs due to the
physical and cuinml diversities which exist across the seven States. Implementation of measures
Iv control complex problems such as _ requires awareness, concern and involvement, along
with recognition that a problem many miles away may have direct impacts. The states
individually and in concert as the Forum have and willcontinue to work with concerned agencies,
both staleand federal, to increase the public undm_an_g of the salinity problem and its control.

Since irrigation is the principal human-induced source of salinity, a major thrust of the
public education/public involvement effort focuses on educating irrigators as to the sources,

and methods of conuolling=r_ty, _cally the means to improve 'arigation practices
so as to reduce the input of salts imo the river sysam_. The goal of this effort is to encourage
desirable changes in water application technology and management practices. The Basin states
work within the faamewc_ of _ effom (W_ Quality ldanagement Programs, the NRCS,
and the Coopea'afive State Research, Education and Extension Service) to achieve this goal.

firmnthe Executive Direc_ of the _ is routinely provided. The plan formulation
phase of Redan_on, USDA, and BLM salinity controllxojects providesan excellent opportunity
for public education with regard to Colorado River ulinity and the means for its control.

Meetings of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum are open and the public is
welcome iv atmad. All input, whether oral or wr/Um, is considered and acted on as appropriate
by Forum consensus. The Forum also provides for public involvement in the water quality
standards review process in that public meetings are held to receive comments on the salinity

during each triennial review. As a result of such public input, appropriate changes are
made.
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As each of the Basin states proeeeciswith its adoption process, one or more state-wide,
public hearings are held. In addition, there is widespread announcement of the Forum and state
hearings, and copies of the Review and associated state standards are mailed to interested
agencies, groups and individuals.

Forum members participate with their water quality planning agencies in matters related
to salinity and salinity control and will continue to do so as the need arises.

FORUM _/kl_!1¥111K_

TheFonnnmeetsatx_ twiceayear,orasne0ded,todiscussthesalinitycontrolprogram,
the efforts of the federal agencies and the states, anii .theneed for'additi0nal poliCYand/or action
by the Forum. During lhe la_ 'mennialt_tiew effort, lhe F"orummeton APffi 28,'1993,'in Orand
Junction, Coloraa0 and adopted'the' __ Review reP°n for 1993. The FOrum :lhen held ...-
public meetings dugmg1hesummer, andafter receivingcomments, prepared a supplemental report
dated October 1993.

During this reporting period, the Forum also met on October 26, 1993, in Phoenix,
May 19, 1994, in Vernal, Utah; November 2, 1994, in Albuqua_ue, New Mexico; June

1, 1995inJadcmu,Wyoming;andOctober19, 1995,in LakeHavasuCity, Arizona. Sincethe
of the Forum in N_,ember 1973, the Lake Havasu City meeting was the 53rd meeting.

The Forum haspublisheda two-__ compilation of all of the minutes of the Forum meetings,
one volume from 1973 through 1985, and the other from 1986 through 1991.. The Forum held
its 54th meeting on June 6, 1996 in Br_iamridge, Colorado and authorized the printing of this
reIx_ for mailing andpublic nmefings. The Forum plans to finally adopt this report at a meeting
in the fall of 1996.

A Work Cm_, crcamdby the Fonan, holds meetings on a more frequent basis to review
tmtmimlinfomai_ whichisgmm_ by thetxie_ ageaeies.Membership_ me W_ __
is composed of technical representatives,ftmn each of the _ven Barn states. Federal agency
representatives, however, attend meetings of the Work Group and informally exchange
information, ideas and viewpoints. The Work Grm_ coordinates the efforts of the gveri Basin
states and rgtm_ back to the Forum any actions which the Work Group believes the Forum
should consider.

Positionshave been taken on many issues, such as the need for appropriation of funds by
the Congress. Federal agencies have also prepared numerous _ in the three-year period.
The Forum has coatpileda _ of many zepom _,ing to Colorado River salinity. The Work
C_mmpand the Forum _ _ __ _ _ _ _t _ _ _ m dmi form.
Notableamongthe _ _ sincethelasttriem_ t_iew isa reportwhichis pr_mr_
by the Bureau of Reclamation and submittal to Congress every two years. The last of these

5-14



publications is Quality. of Water. Colorado,River Basin. Pro_ess Report No. 17. January. 1995.
U.S. Department of the Interior. Also published since the 1993 Review was prepared was the
1993 Report to Congress. Colorado River Basin Salinity. Control Program. USDA. August 5.
1993. In addition, the Forum and the Work Group have, over the last three years, assisted the
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Advisory Council in the _on of three annual reports.
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CHAPTER 6 - _ANS OF MAKING PLAN OPERATIONAL

Introduction

The Forum has as its objectiv e the overall coordination and implementation of projects, _
and the continuing review of salinity changes and program effectiveness. At least every three
years, the Forum considers existing and projected water depletions and salt concentrations and,
as needed and feasible, recommends revisions in the schedule for implementing mlinity control
measures and/or modifications Of the nmneric _. _he_ewincludes both federal and non-

....

federal programs. _':Thereview's ms .ul!ingrqmn -_strammitted to':theEPA .and_ water
msmn'ces and pouufion control .__es and ismade 'available _Oth.ersin_ in _e salinity "
control program. A 'l_ey conclusion., of 'thisreport is included in the 'standards Revi ew..

Procedures'sectionwhereinthe'Basinstatesfind thatthe presentnumericcriteriaare appropriate
and no change in them is recommended. '"

..

The means of making the Plan ot_'onal consists of having coordinated planning, reports
for additional salt remov_ prepared and .appropr_ons:for-'Carrying out those ' plans.'
Accomplishment 0f .theProgram is dependent upon .funding'of the projects 'included in the Plan'
of Implementation - which is dependent upon agency budgetary requests being made,
Congremoml appropriations being secured and on the ground irrigation modific_ons and other
salt loading reduction practices being put into place.

Dovelooment and Implementation

As explained in Chapter 3, several significant legislative changes concerning the Salinity
Control Program have occurred since the adoption of the 1993 Triennial Review by the Colorado
River Basin Salinity Control Forum. These changes have affected both the Bureau of
Reclamation and the Department of Agriculture's salinity control programs.

USltR Proem

The 1995 Amendments to the Act (P.L. 10420) required that a planning report be
submitaxt by the Secremlr to the appropriate commiia_ of Congress regarding the new program.
A copy of S. 523, the legislative document appmv_ by the Senate and the House and signed by
the President, and P.L. 104-20, the remfifing public law, is included in Appendix E. The required
report, entitled: Re!xlrt to Con m__ss on the ButPan of R_l_rnation _P.a._inwidePro. m, dated
February, 1996 was submittedto the Congress. Congress did not comment on the report,
therefore Reclamation is proceeding with its program under the new authority.
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USDA Prom,amv

The Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-127)
incorporated salinity control efforts into the new Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(F.QIP). This was done by removing all of the Departmeat of Agriculture authorities for salinity
control in the Coloxado River Basin Sahnity Control Act except for re.sta/__ cost_
authoritiU_swith the Basin sta_, and in Section 334 of P.L. 104-127 new salinity control
authority was given. A small relevant port/on of the lengthy P.L. 104-127 is included in
Appendix B. Severalof the ProgramchanEescould _cantly affect the hnplementafion of the
USDA's on-farm program. For exan_.le, _ linfitafi'onson co_-_.paYmenU could im_ct
volunm-y parti_on in the salinity control'_ where calital-_teniVe' .salini_ reduction
_axe needed. Addifiom_y it :is _i'"'"_ to achie_,g r,alt _uCfion zoals fi_'_ $

__linitycontrol in _ Coior_ River Basin as a cen_on priority areaunder BQ_.

BLM Pres,mm

On October 30, 1984, ameadments to the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act
modified sections of P.L. 93-320. The amendmems required the BLM to develop a
comprehensive salinity control program.

The BLM relics upon seveal o_ key auIt_ties (i.e. legh_00, executive orders, etc.)
as the basis for _linity control, water quality management, and range improvement activities.
These are:

1. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976;

2. 'The Clean Water Act, as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987;

3. lh'emdential Executive Order No. 12088 (October 17, 1978) regarding federal
compliance with Pollution Control Standards; and

4. The Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978.

h _ ofBI_'s objccS_ OflXint sourceconmt, and_ salt and sediment
onsi_ thatare adsing fi,om non-pomt sourcea, there are considm-dbleo1__ to reduce salt
loadingto the Colorado River system from lands and activities managed by the BLM. Because
of the cost_e naun'e of the BLM program, their salinity contwl effort needs to _.
Critical to such an exlmnded effort is for BLM to analyze salt loading and to identify salinity
control o_orl_mities in all aq_p_le land use and activity and in applicable mvirmunmlal
compliance _. Hsmdquarm:sdirecficm_ be hsued to the BLM Basin State Dixectors
to ensure that the above analysis and identification occurs.

Additional efforts are requiredof the BLM to idmtify, quantify, and reduce salt loading in its fieJd
operations. This Review has identified that approximately 90,000 tons of BLM salt loading
reduction is required by 2015 to meet the salinity standards. The BLM should continue to seek
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the most cost-effective salinity control measures in order to meet its obligations for salt load
reduction.

. .

USGS Prom'am
v

The USGS streamflow _ and wa_r quality sampling activities and the long-standing
periods of record at existing stations are essential to the monitoring and evaluation of.salinity
control effectiveness. USGS should continue to seek,fimding under its existing authorityfor flow
gaging and water quality stalions in order to proVide 'necesmry data for the evaluatio n.of the short-
term and long-term effectiveness of the Colorado _iver 'Basin"Salinity Control Progrmn-'

Finnnein_ Salinity_ Control Aetiviti_· ..

In enacting P.L. 93-320, Congress recognized the federal r°le ami iresp°nsibility for
controlling the salinity of the Colorado Riveted atioPted'a cost-.sharing formula which provides.,.

that 75 percent 0f thecosts ofthe four Department of the tnte_or'salini_' control projeCts
atrdmmed by Title II of the Act are nonreimbursabte. Theremaining 25 percent Of thecosts are
to be re_d from the Upper and Lower Basin funds over a 50-year period without interest. The
maximum allocation to the Upper Basin fund is not to exceed 15 percent of the total costs to be
repaid from the two funds with the remainder to be repaid by the Lower Basin fund.

The 1984 amendments to P.L. 93-320 changed the cost-sharing formula. For the
_ent of the Interior pmgrmu, the non-mimbm'sable portion was reduced to 70 percent, with
the remaining 30 percent to come from Upper and l.nwer Basin funds in the same proportionate
share as under P.L. 93-320. However, the Upper Basin fund could repay its share over 50 years
with interest, and the Lower Basin could reimburse its share of the annual expenditure during the

year that costs are inctm_l.

The USDA salinity control program as amended in 1996, requires at least a 25 percent
non-federal cost share for participation. In addition, the legislation allows for the Basin Funds
to cost share up to 30 percent. Money is available in the Basin Funds for this purpose.

Table 6-I provides a compilation of the amount of funding provided to the Bureau of
Reelam_on, the _t of Agriculture and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for the
Colorado River Ba_ Salinity Control Program from Fiscal Year 1988 to the present. Funding
levels for ._linity control activities by the BLM confin_ to be difficult to ascertain due to the fact
that the BLM budget does not contain a specific line item for salinity control.

While the USDA progtmn has proved to be one of the most cost-effective components of
the basin-wide salinity control program, the Admini_on's and Congressional funding support
for the _ has draxtmlically declined. Table 6-1 reflects the significant reduction in USDA
appropriations between 1994 through 1996. Funding at the 1995-1996 levels jeopardizes the
ability of the Plan of Implernemation to be implemented in a manner that assures compliance with
the numeric criteria.

6-3



The 1984 Amendments to the Act (P.L. 98-569) provide that Reclamation is authorized
to reimburse the costs of operation and maintenance expenses in excess of those that would have
occurred for the thorough and timely operation and maintenance of the unimproved system.
Those Amendments also allow the federal government to pay for replacement costs of the facilities
and the costs of _on and maintenance of works to replace L,n_ fish and wildlife values.

The 1995 Amendments to the Act (P.L. 104-20) did not change the cost-sharing and
repayment relationships among thc states or the federal government, but it docs provide additional
flexibility to Reclamation if the proposed proj_ has other associated indirect benefits Offederal
interest, i.e., other water quality or environmental benefits. The cost of this assistance-will not
be considereda project cost however.

Revenues accruing tothe lower Basin fund for the salinity control program are derived
from a 2_A mill levy on hydropower, generation in the lower Ba_. The'Plan or ImPlementation
as preaent_d earlier in'_his _ 'mCorp0ra_a _on _ule that, when 'bompleted; wilt
havea total '_ cost o_S66I mm_on. _naer _ _,]an,therequired SaUxa_reauction Can
be made thxoughoutthe Planning .PeriOd(2015),and the*rower BaSin'fund_ be adequate tO 'meet
its obligafi:onof repayment.'. :

Table 6-1
s,.-_,.ny of_ myerBasin_ _ _

Fumlil For the Burton of ]b_am_m,
dinex)e_ ofsaricuka'emd m krem orTrna]_mqv_mm

By]Federal]F"u_alYearSince1988
q in iiii i i i iiii ill i

Federal F_al Year Burma of Reciamaii_ ' l)elmlmmt of Bureau of
_ricaimn Le_

Ivllaleememi ·
III I I I I II I I IIII II

_988 .. . 2o,783,ooo 3,804,o9.0 .sm,mo _
1989 16,798,000 5,452,000 500,000

ii

1990 ,,, 14,185,0CX) 10,341,000 700,000 .

1991 24,984,000 14,783,000 873,000

_992 .... 34_,,,000. . _4,783,000 .8-/3,000.

1993 33,817,000 13,783,000, 866,000

1994 :r2,..992.,000 1,3,783,090' 8oo,ooo

299_ , _,.s40,000 43oo,ooo. sm,w9
1996 8,2o5,0o0 2,681,000 ToBe

Deen'mimd
ii i i i i i Iii · i A i i

Two potential sources of funding to assist salinity control efforts exist under the Clean
Water Act. Through Fiscal Year 1993, Con_onal appropriations for Section 319 nonpoint
source contwl funds are nearly $190 million. Section 319 funds are available for implementing
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state-adopted EPA-approved nonpoint source management programs. The construction grant
program has now essentially been replaced by the State Revolving Fund (SRF) program, which
provides low interest loans for pollution control projects. Under Section 603(c)(2), the SRF
program can be used to fund implementation of Section 319 projects.

The Basin maes each year urge C0ngress w appropriate the funds necessary to implement
the federal portion of the.Plan of Implementation. The Basin states recognize the need to redouble
their efforts to res!rmct_ly urge Senators and Representatives from the Basin states, and those in
key positions on the appropriation committees and subcommittees, to provide the funds necessary
for the effective implementation of the program.

Resnoneib'fiitv for Aecomni[_hln_ $a]initv Control Moaazures

The Plan of Implementation recognizes that the Forum, participating federal agencies and

elements of thePlan of h3_plementation are premiSed.on compIetion of all of the Salinity Control
measures discussed in Chapters4 and 5 Of this report. 'Specifically, the Forum will continue'to
provide overall coordination, a continuing review '0f salinity'c_g es, program effectiveness and
the need to make further program changes and improvements. At least every three years, the
Forum will consider existing depletions and salt concentrations and, when needed and feasible,
recommend revisions in the schedule for implementing ._qalinity control measures and/or
modifications of the numeric criteria. The review will include both federal and non-federal

programs. This Review is transmitted to the EPA and to state water resources and pollution
control agencies and will be made available to others interested in the salinity control program.

Appropriate federal agencies will complete planning repons and seek authorization and
funding for salinity control projects in accordance with Title H of P.L. 93-320, P.L. 98-569 and
P.L. 104-20. The Basin states will continue to encourage the agencies to request funding and to

lend their support in obtaining needed authorization and funding from the Congress.

Standards Review _res

Prior to state action on the review of the numeric criteria and plan of implementation,

public review and discussion will be sought through public meetings. The Forum will hold two
regional meetings in the basin to describe the basin-wide nature of the mlinity problem, the
ongoing control program and the Plan of Implementation as recommended in this report, and to
solicit comments and views from interested agencies, groups and individuals.

In _ce with provisions of the Clean Water Act, each of the Basin states will
consider the Forum's Review. No change has been made in the numeric criteria since their

adoption in 1975 by the Basin smlm and appwval by EPA. After having conducted this Review,
the Basin states again find the numeric criteria to be appropriate and recommend no changes in
the criteria. Adoption will be accomplished according to the reqtfited procedures of each state and
the Water Quality Standards Regulation (40 CFR Part 131).
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CHAPTER 7 - PROVISION FOR REVIEWING
AND REVISING STANDARDS

The Fontal, in its slmement of "Principles and Assumptions for Development o£ Cotorado.
River Salinity Standards and Implementation Plan," approved by the Forum on September 20,
1974, stated under Principle 7:

The plan of implementation shall be reviewed and modified as a_ppropriatefrom
time to time, but at least once each 3 years. )it the same _me, the (,numeric)xtandards,
as required by SeCtiOn303(c)_) of P.L. 92-500 Shall be reviewedfor the purpose of
modiing andadopangstandards Consistent _n'ththe plan so that the Basin states may
continue to dewJop their cong_-apportioned waters while providing the best practicable
water quality in the Colorado ?dver'Bartn.

The Forum took this position because the Colo_o River Basin is a large and complex area
with many problems. A Wide range 'of msear_, teahniCal stu-dies'-and_-'tions are underway and
much-knowledge is yet to be gained. Procedures for reducing the volume of saline 'n'rigation
rean-n flows have been developed and the USDA is .aggressively implementing, within available
fimding, a voluntary cost-sharing program with individual farmers, irrigation districts and canal
co_es to improve on-farm water management practices and local water delivery systems.

The Forum's Work Group keeps current wilh _]inity control efforts and suggests revisions
as appropriate. The Work Group operams under a schedule which enables the states to take action
on any poton6al revision by the required revision date.
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AP?_E_ A

EPA Regulation 40 CFR, Part 120





TdJe40---P_t_ of IEnv_ro4_n_t t2)e de..l_t,lQn ot [be ColorAdo P,.tvcr
C_LAIrTEJRI---F-NVIRONM_JM. ]Ba=1_coutaB4z)edI_ A.rttcle X2,fl of U_e

__1_ &_ _l_ _ver CQm_t _ 193: _ould
[FIX, _i _ fo_ _ _e _¢toDment Qf_J4nt t)'

Ist_da..'d_ sundthe taXI,lit7 c(mtrol p_n.
PART 220--WATIER (_JALITY _t'Qet_lre=mmtlor estJ_L_hl_I _'at_r

STANDARDS . . _MZltl_,._.u_ a_n4t&n tmpleme_tA uo, '-
Cm_ado Rivir System; _[mity Control --..;lll_I_ I_II:_Tto t_ e Col_rIdo l_Jver 'lB_=m

_and _ _ mdettned tn, _ .12o.s_) er _ ret_.
b_tten. _ d_ _ _t _r_u_

l'ae _ of this noUce Ia to _ ._ln_de_nl_ _ t_e Celmm_ i_v_r By_-
4o CFR IE'zrt _ _ t_ __W _ eoQmlned la Azxtck' XZm) _ u_e
contz'QlPQllc7 _ 3Pt'Q,ced_ _ re- ..OImm,ct.'21:Le:el[uhJ;Im_8_ _ th.e
qutremen_ tot !i_Jsh!_ _ q_I_ _ ._ iall he' _-_ _s/or, _ll;,_t? _ad · _ '__-
__"_ __"__ _'t._ '_ '__ _ _(f'

_e,, '._.'_ 'wm_ ':":.LI I__ _ nz_ RJ,cr' -
·_.. '._'_ _ _ _e -:,._.._b___ _ --

WaterPolluUm_'Z_outrol _'t._ ,:._ _ _. __._ ma. :'tlnU_ _). _L_ot_e pm- _'.._ ._: "_,mt._. 't.t

m__ _ _-. '_ _) . ...i _ '_ _.__u_:--: _-'·"I__ _ __ _ n_: -.
ts_as-&'_!_t_'=_' . __ __ _,d ',,,m_de --

_ '/'_"__ _. -nme_ .- ·. .
__n,_ '__: .oo'na_t _.._:"__._: :_,s_n_"J'_

_" "_ _ 'I' '_ .._. '_ aa'.&.mem_of .I-
_ _).si__n_,__ ''__be '___

deMeUo_ tim lis avaflable to lmtla_ contn_ Xor
Studles to date have demonstrat_ that _ _. yet at the same

I_l_}Wl_ Itb_t a_dl_ _rork_ mJl_ll_, ¢_ stream s_rst_.m_can
be __ Although _er _ 'II _ to dm__ the e_y o!

be _ to __,_e the ec_ _ _ m_ _J_ _-
/__t__ of con_ .._ _ __ by _._ and
_m,_a _ sources, _,m_4ent LulCof i _ __' the Idequ_c!

is AtlI.I_I_ to d.WT_ · .g:lJJ,_ty _ _ CO_:rOl meaa-t_re_ hncludtn_
coQtz__ _t I,.ud _on_ct_ tech-

mver.STstem would.be useful _n the for. ems _ t3ae development o: the L-n-
mula_ _f an elective sal_nJ_' co_t i,l_----m_ _.'L
m_ram. _ _'_.lOll_m[ _ _ iI_ TIie ]_Tl_wQme_ Defeme l'und
the I_Ven _lI_ll_s.lus_ ____N_pet_ll__ (_:IP) _tbs_lCbelJlev_U_t !_PA
cme____ _t _msnot a_GlSlnz _ the _eQU

a4_ll _r. Ii1-2,. I_., the _vened _rth l_&_ lal .rmmmse_o uac thQetame de.-
.SuslnnoftheConXe_neelnthe_ IInled lit _ ACt lot edablSd_s_
..___ __'w_ _ _ I._-_ m_

_ Rllve_ susdtts _ dIIImb __o _'_ _
lf_h_ _ ou the S_xs_e_ _- ' C_lM,Adoll,h_ llr_.I. _ _ _

were _ tn ·_t. V_ lqrevld_ _A _ _w'._ _

men. web--at ___ ]_.& bdMves lh&t · m to m_-
n2so_ _ _.tbe 2_vL-,w_edod. -pre nmIde_ stm)daz_ s_ tt_ bme
&_-_,_-_rotmaJer eonm2entssmd_- eodd'mIe eve= t_n_ _ tn _--<-
lnniimlll _ Alpmq' z_pome ln'M]tlr.IZi_l_'.d.e to the prd4em_ b_-
Iol]mis: _ wtth _ tQ_ coop,e_-

CD '1:be_____ t,tan and pub13c _ of such
Con,tzol F0cu_ stated IU2at it did.. not InmmCdltn_mL
object m the _ __ ami .,(.4)'_ae 8terr& C3ub tubed a nmnber
beUem_thtt stmumed the reqummxnta of oM_ to the prm)med mru_t,a_
oil'_ 303(b) (2) of PJ_ _ until prlnctlm_Y bec_ In tm _ It
October 15. II'Z5. The Porun rtmprted pertain gurtber d_emt o_ the
that the seven Co_ Rbrer _ _ of ___e_m_ r_-
States were _ wort:ln_ on the de- _ that _ M2mJ_y eon m_b
· _logment o! w_ter quslXt:T sm,ndar_ be (m _ pt'Mr m __.
and · plan o[ t,_en_Uon tot salLutty ci_ sulrsmttom Ize:
coGm)l. (a) 8ecUou 120.5(c)(2). Short,eh the' dmdltne tQr _ c_ _e st_r_s

(:2) 'Zhe Cotor_o PAver Water Cot_- and hmplement_laou ])bm lbo )_ay 30.
__ _t t,_ m to w_._r 1_$.

A-1



EPA believes that tats would not allow EPA expects there will be substanUal
adenuate time due to Ll2e complex]Ues or public participation st the State ruud lo-
tl_e proMem, the interstate eoordlntkton cai level _tor to ad0Ptlon oI the I_la_
needed snd the time rtqulremenLs for The ssitnity standards are expected to be
public _ The October 18. 1975. pu_ tn the FEDtRAL RZCZSTER. but
d_tc ts consistent with the requlremenLs the size sIM complexity o! the plan rosy
of Ll_e Federal WAI4n' PoLlution Control '_lli_Lte _ its 1)ublicSLton. Ar, the
Act. ss _m_. Xor the three year re- _ le_ tile 91&u qe_Llbe tsv_lable _or
,tew and revision of standards. The .' ;_revMw atampmprtate ]EPA 'and ._ tar_ o.f-
schedule set forth 4_yline Oo_rado Rlyer _ NoUee .of Its &va_abl_y _ be
D:Lqm sa.umty Coatrol Fro"urn _ Ior publLshed in the FEmn_L _. &nd
development of draft s_ 2nd ,&Il 40 _ will be Sll_ for pubLtc 1_-
tmpiement_t_mn plan by February 1975 tn view and comment..
o-_ _ _ une'for .ubU. _uc_,- _, Ad4. ney .ub,ecU_ sU_nz u_t
uon prior to promul_Uon. '. ' Ii:PA _ prumulfmZe _t_udsrds ti ..the

(b) Section X20.5(c)C2). 3)elete -as ._stes _ to do so 8s_ In tl_
exmql_Uoudy as PrugUg_le.' : ' refulsUo_ .....

The date or July I. 1083. 'remah_the _ecttm2 303 'of the Feder_ Water Pol-
goe,l [or _-_L_-_ _t_-_ of II_plemellbt- tUt,i0D 'C011:tr_.Act 'provides'l['0r prOmul-
Uon plans sm stated in j 120:5(o) 12) (tit). watlou by 3EPA where the :States'IaU to
It _ the purpose _fthb ttneuqe to sc- _dopt ft_ TegueSted bY _he Ad-
celefate profresS I_Y 'the _tes _ow_ _. or jet,ere the _A,_m_tru_or
ut_ foa2-,e_ewb _poSm_?.. de_ermlnfs ..'?aknd' ._rum'_Uon ts

(c) Secuon _20,_(c)_I)'(U). Delete ueceshry to .urry 'oUt lbe'_ _!
_rh_e me lma%u"BU_s _onUnUe:_o'de- U_e .ACt.EPA's/ 'zesponslMll_to 'promul-'* -'.
_km melz _ _p 'portioned - gzte _andsrds _r _'_tstes b]/'to do'

In _._r .the3Mmv_o_*o_.._.he. 'the Ae_n_ doesmg '_lb_/_:_t_-
co]onmo,luver_ _._022 .and un;" uau _f _IM _ du_ ih this .Mr-
Ul suc_ tune"_t_t' _be rebL_ _ Ltculm' _-_-t_. Is 'uecesmry.- -
tw_en the ._ -_na Uie Feeerat (s) "i'be' "' 'Amufrlcan'_ ]Sures_
W_er Pollution Con, r61 Act. u mend- '.l_dersti_u. _Llli_ Farm Bureiu
ed. t_ cl:rzUl_. EPA believes that devel- _ Nevada _ Bureau Fed-
opmc_t lalay proceed proTtded l_t ' 1' _ '_ _ HeW M_ _ _d

m(%_ures are taken to offset the sa]miry Li_ lhir_su believe that $tandal_i_
mcre_qes resulting from ful'tbeF devel- should IJo_ be f_ _t3] further evaAua*
omncnt. _ of the problems and oppo_t2es

(dj ._ctlon 120_(c) f2) (iv). Add lan- lot co_tn)l &re completed.
sm_ce to describe condl_or_ under EPA beUeves that adequate lnforma-
_'h_ch tt'TrlDo_ J_IL_ Above Lb2 tioll _s aTa_3J}]t2 for Se_g $t-_Ctafct_
10;: leveL_wiU be _llowed. Lu_ torm_ con_-ols, tn_ wlfile it

L_PA believes tl_Lt this mstter should _ tl_Lr,sdditlou_ wor_ls _eeded
be ad_ tn l[m'ther det&U In the for- on specific upecta of solulions, it be*
muJ._uon, review s,ud o_:_p_ce of the Ueves that _urtbe2' delay without :my
_n_emenu_u_ plan, not m the reru2a- acU_ ts notapm_m_

._of the hesrto_ and e_mmen_
(e) Add anew 'm_q:_Mnon financinf received by letter during the review

of control _ period are _ for public _spec-
ZPA beUeves th_ thln, too..ls nm is- tion a_ the re[Mnnl o_Joes o1_ the Eh-

.mo tt_t smmkt be ]ndmdled aa part of vimnment&l _ Agency at 1860
tho _plemeutatMn pbm. Lincmln 8treeG Im Denver, Cuiorudo. at

ir, Add · new mMecclon delineating 100 Cullfoa_'Otreet _ 8au Prauctsco.
lot euam_ns ' control Cenf4u,n_ at 1000 PaUeson Btreet m

p_ns aha rutfictinW eonmderoUon of ]:_gsr_'_n_m__
for the Blue 8prtnf en the X_to PTotection A4mn_ Frmedom or 133Zo_-

Ue Cokwado River. Moa Ceote_ st, 401 M 8tru_ SW _ WaSh-
I_A beLUves these IssMs should &!so inftm. D_.

be 3ddremed sm mart ef tl3e lmplementa- This resulatlm sets forth a policy of
uon _lan. It should be noted that noth* m_ salinity coucentrations in
mfc tn t,_s _ TemO_S the re- _ Jouer main stem o! the Colorm_
qmlTmrnt for m_mdng em_mnmmt_l River at or below 19'/'2 avet'M_ levels smd
tm_mcLs _ _ en_t_l requires tbe Colorado River Oystem
Unpact s_temenLs tot control _ States to mmm_ water quall_y

(w_ Add a new sect,tom _ Pub* standards nnd · plan for meetmw the
L*chear_gs. S__ _ l_tSt step will be the

EPA's public muttci_tlou _ _ of pmceduru within 30
oope_r at 40 CFA 10S f_nd 142ply to 811 days______-
s_uo_d to be taken by _ SuLtes and roms which _ lead to adop_ou on or
lU_er_ Goverament _t to the ACt. before October 18. 19'/5. of _ qu&U_
States bare Z_dSed for public ps.-'_- sUmdm_ for _LMty b_..luding numeric
tmuon th.ro__h_,mt the mit,la.1 w&ter cfite_ and sm _ phn lot
quaUt7 stan_ review pl_*es_ We ex- ,sal;u_ty conU_l.
peet the States to do m tn tb2s s_tu_- EJ_ept sd provided in this rewuhLtio_
tton and see no need to set forth sdd/- the lntersU_ and M,_ stlndo,T_
___. prvvtousty 8do, ted by -the S_ates of

(h) Add :Lnew _ staL_g tl3_t the Arizona. CM_m.u_. Colorado.- NevuS.
tmMementatlon plan viii be published lqev _x_co. Utah and wyoming and ap-
In the F_DnaL REmsra_ proved by the Environmental Protection
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ACenc:r &re the e_ectlve wlk_r quilltT (1) &nd Cc)(2) above wtU_n 30 chys ol
st.&ndzrd_ trader _ 303 Gf UN Ac_ the eleci2vu d&_e of: r,!u_sereS_d.3Uo_s r.nd
Zor ln__ and tn_ _ t,o submiT, Pru42_fa rL,por_ _iT
vitbM thom $ttLt_S. Where UM rerubL- _l_etu.t_er. IEIPAwill oQ &qu&Aer_ ]:eLrU.s
U_ set Zocth below ara lnco_r,,e3t determine t,l_pr'_bel_12_la Uae
wtcb the reteru2ced zt&t_ sLLud&rd3, developm_t of mdinlqr stfu_zrd3 sad
these regulstl_ will superse4e such tha tmplem_l_on_!= n

sc&ndzrd3 to the extent of the triton- ii 120.10 [.4dnen4ed]LtsMnC2'.
In ce_ldem_n of the torezotm[. 40 I 120.10 is &mended by kidl_ to the

C?I?. ]P&_ 220 ILs&mended aa follom_:. _ e_ltled 'AfimnA'. 'CiL_or-
1. Section 120..I is added to read s_ set n_-, -Colorudo'. 'NevadA'. -lqew Mex ..... .

forth below: .- ico". "Utah'. auld "W_,,?" · MliUlty -.
control policlr ami _ .a_d zt'-

§ 120.5 ColMsdo lli_ 5_tem SelinlrT quirunen_ loc es_bliztzt_ ws_r qusll_
ha_ and I__,aie_ l_ar. stlndan_ for sallad_ conIrol la the Colo-

(&) "Cha_io:u4o l_tveF 8_ttem' 4nelu_ su4o Rtyef l_st_.,
thst ]portion of _ _ River BnA ,fsec. _. Pu_ L _. M aGu, ate (mi
Its _ _lt, lztn _ _ l_,&te_ .u..s.c. zsz3))

_) _sh&u_ thepoUc_..U_ _b_nov _ecUw d&te.-' _0Kemb_r ts. z_£
Wh_d svenq_ snnu_ _ _ _o mtn. d: _il. _t "
]ow_ main f_m of the __tv_ ..
$r_em be ..dnUdned-_' or'beb_ 3bo
avera&_ _duo'io.nd dining 'ltr1_ To

&rds {or _ &ud &._ ar ' ,im,u!emen-
muo_ for mdiul_ contel sh__ be llL,u_- '

_ the prmciplm of 'Mra_b Tc_
below. .'- '

Co_n_. H .euaz, '_er lfe_. _ ,- .,
·nd wTom_r m ra_ _ sao_ snd

mental PTotec0_'Arm_ on or before
ILS,' 181_:

(z) vst
for LMIm_ t_'m'? mm_lc _ - -
conslste_ w/_ the polic_ _ Sb0Te
Xor ap_ lpoLull_ In the (::_orzdo
River 07z_m; sz_L,

C2) & pl&u to schl_e compll&nce with
thesesb_adar_salexZ)e_tiousl2.-aja-k:-
ticable_ _:

CO _ _ shsll _ State and
Federsl _ _Ues fu_ prv-
L,r'dm3 necua&_ 1_) sr.bieve _ce
w_T,h the pls_

_u) 21x n2tn_ 3,_)Mem ,Mn be
t--uMd M & _ protdd,n th_
mmb t4 be M)lTed Jn ord_ k) m&lntaM
lower ,,,-4_ stun _ i& or below 1oIr2
levels lrbfie the basin 8_Ms co_tn_ to
develop Une_ c.mlmG m_X_W_4

cut) The ime2 of the p!&n _ k.Go
achieve _mni)lLli.Uce _ tbe_
SUL_b3_ b:r 3Ub _ 1083. Tho d_e o_
comohnce Mth the sdopWt stzndsrds
shall take tn_ Ioco_t the _ l[or
IPed_ sa31_ly control Idlmas set

the cont_l ot the _ sbsll Ix bn_e-
mezaed u so_ _s practlczb_

Cfr) 812b_ty _ in _be 3owe_
stem. m_r _ _ _wq_ the
1972 _ _r ,_nntz_L memmum_ to
the ku::reu_s _ h, duded f_ f,J_eooalzo2
P_2. _. _ wtlb 2_r_2
ie_-P.__ be & lpetjm,_ cmuddEmU_Im_

(v) The lresslb!ll_ of estzblig_f aa
h'.ter3_e in.s__ Xor _ msm-
_=emenC shall be eralusMd.

(d) _ne _ Ke zequmsi _o sub_t
to the _ ]_nTtromnenf_ PZIMM_-
tioa AL_nL'T R_ AdminLsmUor es-
t_l_ prvc_ures for schteTtn_ (r.)
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POLICY
FOR IMPLEHENTATION OF

COLORADO RIVER SALINITY STANDARDS
THROUGH THE NPDES PERMIT PROGRAM

Prepared 'by
The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum

February 28, 1977

In November 1976, the United States Environmental Protection '
Agency Regional Administrators notified each of the seven 'colora'do
River Basin states of the approval of the 'water ._quality standards
for salinity for T_he Colorado River system ascontained in the
document entitlea _Proposed iWater Quality ,Standards for Salinity
Including _umeric Criteria and Plan o[ Implementation Tot Salinity
control, colorado' River System, JunR 1975," and the supplement
dated August 25, 1975. The salinity standards _including numeric
criteria and a plan:o_ implementation prOVid e _or a flow wei_Jh_ed "'
average annual numeric criteria for three stations in th e lower
main stem of the Colorado River: below Hoover Dam, below Parker
Dam, and at Imperial Dam.

The Plan of Implementation is comprised of a number of Federal
and non-Federal projects and measures to maintain the flow-weighted
average annual salinity in the Lower Colorado River at or below
numeric criteria at the three stations as the Upper and Lower Basin
states continue to develop their compact-apportioned waters. One
of the components of the Plan consists of the placing of effluent
limitations, through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit program, on industrial and municipal
discharges.

The purpose of this policy is to provide more detailed
guidance in the application .of salinity standards developed
pursuant to Section 303 and through the NPDES permitting authority
in the regulation of municipal and industrial sources. (See
Section 402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.) This

policy is applicable to discharges that would have an impact,
either direct or indirect on the lower main stem of the Colorado

River System. The lower main stem is defined as that portion of
the main river from Hoover Dam to Imperial Dam.

I. Industrial Sources

The Salinity Standards state that "the objective for
discharges shall be a no-salt return policy whenever

practicable." This is the policy that shall be followed in
issuing NPDES discharge permits for all new industrial
sources, and upon the reissuance of permits for all existing
industrial sources, except as provided herein. The following



addresses those cases where no-discharge of salt may be deemed
not to be practicable.

A. New Construction

1. New construction is defined as any facility from
which a discharge may occur, _he construction of
which is commenced after october 18, 1975. (Date
of submittal of water quality standards as required
by 40 CFR 120, December 11, 1974.) Appendix A
provides guidance on new construCtiOn
determination.

a. The permitting authority may permit _he
discharge o_ Salt upon a satisfactory

demonstration bY _he l_ermittee that it is not
practicable to prevent T_he dischargel of all
salt from proposed new Construc%ion.

b. The demonstration by the applicant mus t
include inforiatiOn on the following factors
relating to the potential discharge:

(1) Description of the proposed new
construction.

(2) Description of the quantity and salinity
of the water supply.

(3) Description of water rights, including
diversions and consumptive use
quantities.

(4) Alternative plans that could reduce or
eliminate salt discharge. Alternative
plans shall include:

(a) Description of alternative water
supplies, including provisions of
water reuse, if any.

(b) Description of quantity and quality
of proposed discharge.

(c) Description of how salts removed
from discharges shall be disposed of
to prevent such salts from entering
surface waters or groundwater
aquifers.

(d) Costs of alternative plans in
dollars per ton of salt removed.
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(5) Of the alternatives, a statement as to
the one plan for reduction of salt
discharge that the applicant recommends
be adopted.

(6 ) Such other information pertinent to
demonstration of non-practicability as
the permitting authority may deem
necessary.

c. In determining what permit conditions shall be
required, the permit issuing authori%y shall
consider, but not be limited to the following:

(1 ) The practicability of achieving no
discharge of salt.

(2) Where no discharge is determined not to
be practicable:

(a) The impact of the total proposed
salt discharge of each alternative
on the lower main stem in terms of

both tons pe= year and
concentration.

(b) Costs per ton of salt removed from
the discharge for each plan
alternative.

(c) Capability of minimizing salinity
discharge.

(3) With regard to both points, one and two
above, the compatibility of state water
laws with either the complete elimination
of a salt discharge or any plan for
minimizing a salt discharge.

(4) The no-salt discharge requirement may be
waived in those cases where the salt load

reaching the main stem of the Colorado
River is less than one ton per day or 350
tons per year, whichever is less.
Evaluation will be made on a Case-by-case
basis.

B. Existing Facilities

1. The permitting authority may permit the discharge
of salt upon a satisfactory demonstration by the
permittee that it is not practicable to prevent the
discharge of all salt from an existing facility.
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2. The demonstration by the applicant must include, in
addition to that required under Section I,A,l,b;
the following factors relating to the potential
discharge:

a. Existing tonnage of salt discharged and volume
of effluent.

b. Cost of modifying existing industrial plant to
provide for no salt discharge.

c. Cost of salt minimization.

3. In determining what _ermit conditions shall be
required, the l_ermi_ issuing authority _halt
consider the items present:ed under I,A,l,c [2), and
in addition; the annual costs of :plant modification
in terms of d011ars per ton of 'salt removed Tot:

a. No salt return.

b. Minimizing salt return.

4. The no-salt discharge requirement may be waived in
those cases where the salt load reaching the main
stem of the Colorado River is less than one ton per
day or 350 tons per year, whichever is less.
Evaluation will be made on a case-by-case basis.

II. Municipal Discharges

The basic policy is that a reasonable increase in
salinity shall be established for municipal discharges to any
portion of the Colorado River stream system that has an impact
on the lower main stem. The incremental increase in salinity
shall be 400 mg/1 or less, which is considered to be a
reasonable incremental increase above the flow weighted
average salinity of the intake water supply.

A. The permitting authority may permit a discharge in excess
of the 400 rog/1 incremental increase at the time of
issuance or reissuance of a NPDES discharge permit, upon
satisfactory demonstration by the permittee that it is
not practicable to attain the 400 rog/1 limit.

B. Demonstration by the applicant must include information
on the following factors relating to the potential
discharge:

1. Description of the municipal entity and facilities.

2. Description of the quantity and salinity of intake
water sources.
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3. Description of significant salt sources of the
municipal wastewater collection system, and
identification of entities responsible for each
source, if available.

4. Description of water rights, including diversions
and consumptive use quantities.

5. Description of the wastewater discharge, covering
location, receiving waters, quantity, salt load,
and salinity.

6. Alternative plans for minimizing salt contribution
from the municipal discharge. Alternative iPlans
should include:

a. Description of system salt sources and
alternative means of control;

b. cost of alternative pians in dollars per ton,
of salt removed from discha:rge.

7. Such other information pertinent to demonstration
of non-practicability as the permitting authority
may deem necessary. ._

C. In determining what permit conditions shall be required,
the permit issuing authority shall consider the following
criteria including, but not limited to:

1. The practicability of achieving the 400 mg/1
incremental increase.

2. Where the 400 mg/1 incremental increase is not
determined to be practicable:

a. The impact of the proposed salt input of each
alternative on the lower main stem in terms of
tons per year and concentration.

b. Costs per ton of salt removed from discharge
of each alternative plan.

c. Capability of minimizing the salt discharge.

D. If, in the opinion of the permitting authority, the data
base for the municipal waste discharger is inadequate,
the permit will contain the requirement that the
municipal waste discharger monitor the water supply and
the wastewater discharge for salinity. Such monitoring

program shall be completed within 2 years and the
discharger shall then present the information as
specified above.
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E. Requirements for establishing incremental increases may
be waived in those cases where the incremental salt load

reaching the main stem of the Colorado River is less than
one ton per day or 350 tons per year, whichever is less.
Evaluation will be made on a case-by-case basis.

F. All new and reissued NPDES pezunits for all municiPalities
shall require monitoring of the salinity of the intake
water supply and the wastewater treatment plant effluent
in accordance with the following guidelines:

Treatment Plant Monitoring Type of
Desiqn CaPacitY Frequ_enc¥ Sample

<1.0 MGD* Quarterly Discrete
1.0 - 5.0 MGD Monthly composite
>5.0 - 50.0 MGD _eekly Composite
50.0MGD Daily Composite

1. Analysis for salinity may be either as total
dissolved solids (TDS) or be electrical
conductivity where a satisfactory correlation with
TDS has been established. The correlation should

be based on a minimum of five different samples.

2. Monitoring of the intake water supply may be at a
reduced frequency where the salinity of the water
supply is relatively uniform.
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APPENDIX A

Guidance on New Construction Determinatio n

For purposes of determining a new construction, a source
should be considered new if by October 18, 1975, there has not
been:

I. Significant site preparation work such as major clearing or
excavation; and/or

II. Placement, assembly or-installation _ unique facilities or
equipment at the premises wheresUch facilities Or equipment
will be used; and/Or _.

III. Any contractual obligation to .pUrchase unique facilities or
equipment.' :Faciiitles and equipment'S'Shall include only :the
major it ems listed bel°w, ' provided ....that:'the' va'lue o.f 'such
items represents a substantial commitment to Construct the
facility:

A. structUres; or
B. structUral materials; or
C. machinery; or
D. process equipment; or
E. construction equipment.

IV. Contractual obligation with a firm to design, engineer, and
erect a completed facility (i.e., a turnkey plant).
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POLICY
FOR USE OF

BRACKISH AND/OR SALINE WATERS
FOR INDUSTRIAL PURPOSES

Adopted by
The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum

September 11, 1980

The states of the Colorado River Basin, the federal Executive

Department, and the Congress hav e all adopted as a policy _hat the
salinit_ in the lower main !stem of the Colorado River shall be

maintained at or belo w _he _low-weighted average _alUes found
during 1972, while the Basin states continue _o develop their

compact-apportioned Waters. In order to achieve _h/s policy, all
steps which are practical and within ''_the framework _''of _the
a_m_nistratiOn of ;states' _:_a_er r_ghts must be _aken to TedUce the
salt load of t-he river. One Such s_p was the adoption in 1975 by
the Forum of a policy regarding e_flUent 1/mita_ions for industrial
discharges wi_h the ob_ ective of "no-salt re_urn" wherever
practicable. Another step was the Forum's adoption in 1977 of the
"Policy for Implementation of Colorado River Salinity Standards
through the NPDES Permit Program." These policies are part of the
basinwide plan of implementation for salinity control which has
been adopted by the seven Basin states.

The Forum finds that the objective of maintaining 1972
salinity levels would be served by the exercise of all feasible
measures including, wherever practicable, the use of brackish
and/or saline waters for industrial purposes.

The summary and page 32 of the Forum's 1978 Revision of the
Water Quality Standards for Salinity state: "The plan also
contemplates the use of saline water for industrial purposes
whenever practicable,..." In order to implement this concept and
thereby further extend the Forum's basic salinity policies, the
Colorado River Basin states support the Water and Power Resources
Service (WPRS) appraisal study of saline water collection,
pretreatment and potential industrial use.

The Colorado River Basin contains large energy resources which
are in the early stages of development. The WPRS study should
investigate the technical and financial feasibility of serving a
significant portion * of the water requirements of the energy
industry and any other industries by the use of Basin brackish
and/or saline waters. The Forum recommends that:



I. The Colorado River Basin states, working with federal
agencies, identify, locate and quantify such brackish and/or
saline water sources.

II. Information on the availabilit_ of these waters be made
available to all potential users.

IIio Each state encourage and promote the use of such brackish
and/or saline waters, except where it would not be
environmentally sou nd or ec0nomically feasible, or would
significantly increas e _oonsum_tive use of -Colorado River
System water in`the state above that _Which wouI_ otherwise
OCCUr.

IV. The WPRS, with the assistance of the states, encouragesand
promotes th ® use of brackish ret_um _lows from federal
irrigation projects in _ lieu or'freSh water sources, except
where At would not be_nvirDnmentally Sound or_cOnomiCally
feasible, or wouldsigniflcantlY increase Consumptive use uf
Colorado River System water.

V. The WPRS considers a federal contribution to the costs of

industrial use of brackish and/or saline water, where cost-
effective, as a joint private-government salinity control
measure. Such activities shall not delay the implementation
of the salinity control projects identified in Title II of
P.L. 93-320.
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POLICY
FOR IMPLEMEN'CATION OF

COLORADO RIVER SIr. INITY STANDARDS
THROUGH THE NPDES PERMIT PROGRAM

FOR INTERCEPTED GROUND WATER

Adopted by
The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum

October 20, 1982

The States of the Colorado R/vet Basin in 1977 agreed to the
"Policy for Implementation o_Colorado _iVer Salinity Standards
through theNPDES Perm_t__am'withtheob_eCt/ve for _ndustrial
discharge being '_-$&lt_return _ whenever pra=tioa_le. That policy
required the =ubmittal Df in_°rm_tion t_f the applicant Dn
alternatives, mater rights, quantit_, lquali%Ty, _nd _osts to
eliminate Or __ze the _alt aischarge. The in_ormation Is for
use by the 17PDES -Per_t-iSsuLng ag_l_ _n evaluating the
practicability O_ achieving 'no-salt" discharge. _'

There are mines _d wells in the Basi n Which discharge
intercepted ground waters.' The _factors inVOlved in thos e
situations differ somewhat _r.om those _nOOunteredin othe r
indus_ial discharges. Continued development wall undoubtedly
result in add/tionalinstances An whichperm/t cond/tions must deal
with intercepted ground water.

The discharge of intercepted ground water needs to be
evaluated in a manner consistent w/th the overall objective of "no-
salt return" whenever practical. The following provides more
detailed guidance for those situations where ground waters are
intercepted with resultant changes in ground-water flow regime.

I. The "no-salt" discharge requirement may be waived at the
option of the perm/tting authority in those cases where the
discharged salt load reaching the main stem of the Colorado
River ks less than one ton per day or 350 tons per year
whichever ks less. Evaluation will be made on a case-by-case
basks.

II. Consideration should be given to the possibility that the
ground water, if not intercepted, normally would reach the
Colorado River System in a reasonable time frame. An industry
desiring such consideration must provide detailed information

*The term "intercepted ground water" means all ground water
encountered during mining or other industrial operations.

B-10



including a description of the topography, geology, and
hydrology. Such information must include direction and rate
of ground-water flow; chemical quality and quantity of ground
water; and the location, quality, and quantity of surface
streams and springs that might be affected. If the
information adequately demonstrates that the :ground water 40
be intercepted normally would reach the river system in a
reasonable time frame and would contain approximately the same
or greater salt load than if intercepted, and if no
significant localized problems would be created, then the
permitting agency may waive the _no-salt" _ischarge
requirement. ·

III. In those situation-s where the discharge does not meet the
criteria in I or 'II above, the applicant will be required to
submit the following information Tor consideration:

A. Description of th e topography, geology, and hydrology.
Such information 'must include the location '<of the

development, direCti0n and rate of ground'water 'flow, :
chemical quality _n_ qua_tit_ of graund water, and
relevant data On surface s:treams and springs that are or '
might be affected. Thi's information should be provided
for the conditions with and without the project.

B. Alternative plans that could substantially reduce or
eliminate salt discharge. Alternative plans must
include:

1. Description of water rights, including beneficial
uses, diversions, and consumptive use quantities.

2. Description of alternative water supplies, including
provisions for water reuse, if any.

3. Description of quantity and quality of proposed
discharge.

4. Description of how salts removed from discharges
shall be disposed of to prevent their entering
surface waters or ground-water aquifers.

5. Technical feasibility of the alternatives.

6. Total construction, operation, and maintenance
costs; and costs in dollars per ton of salt removed
from the discharge.

7. Closure plans to ensure termination of any proposed
discharge at the end of the economic life of the
project.
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8. A statement as to the one alternative plan for
reduction of salt discharge that the applicant
recommends be adopted, including an evaluation of
t_e technical, economic, and legal practicability
of achieving no discharge of salt.

9. Such information as the permitting authority may
deem necessary.

IV. In determining whether a "no-salt" discharge is practicable,
the permit'issuing authority shaI1 =onsi_er, but not be
limited to, the water rights a_d the technical, economic, and
legal practioabilit_ of achi_ving no discharge of salt. -

V. Where "no-salt" discharge is determined not to be practicable
the permitting authority Shall, in determining permit
conditions, consider:

A. The impact of the total prop0sed salt discharge of each
alternative on the lower main stem in terms of both tons

per year and concentration,

B. Costs per ton of salt removed from the discharge for each
plan alternative.

C. The compatibility of state water laws with each
alternative.

D. Capability of minimizing salinity discharge.

E. The localized impact of the discharge.

F. Minimization of salt discharges and the preservation of
fresh water by using intercepted ground water for
industrial processes, dust control, etc. whenever it is
economically feasible and environmentally sound.
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POLICY
FOR IMPL_ATION OF

COLORADO RIVER SALINITY STANDARDS
THROUGH _ NPDES PERMIT PROGRAM

FOR FISH HATCHERIES

Adopted by
The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum

October 28, 1988

The states of the Colorado River Basin in 1977 adopted the
"Policy for Implementation'ofColorado 'River _$alinity Standards
through the NPDES Permit Program.' _The Objective was for _no-salt
return" whenever _ractioable _Tor industrial discharges and an
incremental increase in salin/ty over the supply Mater _or
municipal dischargeS. _he Forum addressed the issue _0f intercepted
groun d watex u_er _he 1977 po%icy, _n_ adopted a Specific policy
dealing with that type of _ischarge.

A specific water us e and associated discharge which has not
been here-to-fore considered is discharges from _ish hatcheries
This policy is limited exclusively to discharges fr °m fish
hatcheries within the Colorado River Basin. The discharges from
fish hatcheries need to be addressed in a manner consistent with
the 1977 and 1980 Forum policies.

The basic polic ¥ for discharges from fish hatcheries shall
permit an incremental increase in salin/ty of 100 mg/1 or less
above the flow weighted average salinity of the intake supply
water. The 100 mg/1 incremental increase may be waived if the
discharged salt load reaching the Colorado River system is less
than one ton per day, or 350 tons Der year, whichever is less.
Evaluation is to be made on a case-by-case basis.

I. The permitting authoritymaypermit a discharge in excess of
the 100 m_J1 incremental increase at the time of issuance or
reissuanoe of a NPDES discharge pormit. Upon satisfactory
demonstration by the porto/tree that it is not practicable to
attain the 100 rog/1 limit.

II. Demonstration bythe applicant must include information on the
following factors relating to the potential discharge:

A. Description of the fish hatchery and facilities.

B. Description of the quantityand salinity of intake Water
sources.

C. Description of salt sources in the hatchery.Q
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D. Description of water rights, including diversions and
consumptive use quantities.

E. Description of the discharge, covering location,
receiving waters, quantity salt load, and salinity.

F. Alternative plans for minimizing salt discharge from the
hatchery. Alternative pl ans should include:

1. Description of alternative means of salt control.

2. Cost of alternative plans in dollars per ton, of
salt removed from discharg e.

G. Such other information pertinent to demonstration of
non-practicability asthe permitting authority may deem
necessary.

III. In determining what permit conditions Shall be required, the
permit-issuing au_hori%_ shall _oonsiaer the f011oWing criteria
including, but not limited tO:

A. The practicability of achieving the 100 rog/1 incremental
increase.

B. Where the 100 rog/1 incremental increase is not determined
to be practicable:

1. The impact of the proposed salt input of each
alternative on the lower main stem in terms of tons
per year and concentration.

2. Costs per ton of salt removed from discharge of each
alternative plan.

3. Capability of minim/zing the salt discharge.

IV. If, in the opinion of the permitting authori%_, the database
for the hatchery is inadequate, the perm/t will contain the
requirement that the discharger mon/tor the water supply and
the discharge for salinity. Such monitoring program shall be
completed within two years and the discharger shall then
present the information as specified above.

V. All new and reissued NPDES permits for all hatcheries shall
require monitoring of the salinity of the intake water supply
and the effluent at the time of peak fish population.

A. Analysis for salinity may be either as total dissolved
solids (TDS) or be electrical conductivity where a
satisfactory correlation with TDS has been established.
The correlation should be based on a minimum of five

different samples.
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APPENDIX C

Exceedance Evaluation

The objective of the saiirdtyprogram is to iirnitlurther degradation of the water quality of the Colorado River.
This non-degradation policy,wilanot {and cannot) eaminate the natuml.varla_n in:salinity that occursdue to
variationsinhydrologiccondilionsfrom yearto year. Because the standards are based on long-term averages
(decades), the numeric criteria by themselves do notgive the water user any real sense of what the water
qualitymight be in any one year. 'To answer this question,a statistical analysiswas prepared to give the user
more informalionaboutwhat levelsO?salin'ayarejxsSit_ undervarious water development and salinity control
assumptions. Monthly a_! ..C!alyprediclions are _ availi'ole due'lo _eTmdtaUonsoT.theCRSS model,but
these should not varymuCh/rom theannual values**Jhown.Nthough _r t ° year variationss_il Occur,most
ofthe seasonaTayOflhe systemhasbeen_really reducedduet0 storageand mixing in LakesPowell and Mead.
Unless otherwisestated, the term'saUnRy' isanrannual value.

Reading the ExceedanceTables -Tables C-1, C,2, and C-3 Onthe nextpage show the percent of 1Jmethat
variousannualsalinitylevels (C01umn1) may be exceeded.undervarious'assurn_ons in cdlumns 2, 3, 4, and
5. For examplethe reader m"!gtitlook 'raTable C.1 _orH'oover,at the -sarmity lever ofs00 mg/L in column 1,
and fmcltnxJerlheheading"f995 wlc0ntrotS'thatSalinlty '.isp *"redictedto be*'above'800mg/I. about 33 percent .
of the time -(orconversely, saliriity Willbe*leSsthan 800" 'mgR.about i00%-33% '157{_ercentor the'time). .-
Lo 'oking1rather_lown_e 'c_Olumn/_ereader''i/_illfmd'ituat 'thereiS'virtU_ no chande (Opercent)that salinity
will exoeed 1.,000mg/L' at the-Hoover'Station. 'At'the'boltom df eaoh _b!e, the reader will also find statistics
which show the long,term minimum, maximum, and mean 'annUalsalinity.

1995 w/no controls - This column shows what would have happened if there had not been a salinity control
program. The '1995 with no controls' column ShOwsthe percent of time that various salinity levels would be
exceeded as if there had been no salinity control program (past or future).

1995_ cenlnds -This column strayswhat might be expectedunder current conditions.This column
shows exceedencas for the 1995 level of water development and salinity control. It assumes that
Reclamafion's Grand Valley, Paradox Valley, Lower Gtmnison, and McEImo Creek Units are essentially
completed and operational.

For example,the reader may look at Table C.3 - Imperial SaUnityLevels, at the 1,000 mg/L salinity level, and
fmclthere is a 18 percent chance that salinity may go above 1,000 mg/L at Imperial Dam. As the reader can
atsosee, the mean of 882 mg/L is above the numeric criteria level of 879 mg/g This is because there is not
_currentlyenough salkdty control to offset water development.

2015 w/existing controls - This column shows what would happen if no new controls were implemented
beyond those already in place.

2015 w/plan - This column showsthe impactofthe planofimplemanlalk_ on the projected 2015 level of water
development. !t alsoshowssa[gdy levelsat full compliance with the numeric criteria. Since the Hoover station
requires the most controls to meet the numeric criteria,salkdtylevels at the other two stations are somewhat
lower_ if theywerethe limil_ngsta'dons.Asthe reader can see in the Hoover table, the mean of 723 mg/L
matches the numenc criteria of 723 mg/L.
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Table C-1Hoover Salinity Levels
· .

!!i..-i_i!_i-i!_i!i_.:_iii!.:_!-i_i!!;_:_._'.-':.:_-._!_-i_i_i_'ii;!ii_!!i_!-ii!i_i!!_ii_iiiii!'_!!i!_!'!i_ii!!!_i_i_i_!_!'i._i'_:*:_!:'i_i_i:_!':_:J_:!_!_._'.'*'_,_:::_i'*'":::;._.......:'_*'"_'_:'.:.:i.'_?_i.:.'.:_.-'!::_:_'.'.':_:j_':,_'_.:;_'_*:'-..._-.._:".-'_i.:i:.:':_:_i_i;i;__:_':*'_'H_i_;_;_ii!i_i

ieve; 1995 1995 2015 2015

_. 600 100 SIS 100 87
'_: " 7OO 81 69 79 64

--,._ 900 14 6 12 3',J

· ,, :,.'......... _,_........... _:. _ ,............ _-_';,_______'"_'."'.___'._:__!_.._!:

796 _ 79O 723

Table 0-2 Parker sannity Leve!s

_ .'.__.-_'_-.___i:: _._..::_

7OO 83 73 82 68

63 46 61 29

9OO 2O 9 :_9 5
IOO0 2 1 2 0

1100 0 0 0 0

' _ _" _ ..... ' _ ' _' ----' -- _ '" -'"_--'-_'_'"".<-.._J'_:_._?.'c'.:_-"- - -'-- - '"i_'cf.:'_-'_::c._::.:.:.

:.___._._"..:L-"_... _._.._..---,.'_:
Minimum 614 572 608 541

1064 1022 1058 991
817' 775 810 743

Table C-3 Imperial Salinity Levels

·-_..-.._.<.::_.,..,..._... ,_..._. ._.,._....... .;.............. -......... ____v,_._.--_,_-_..:_.,..:_. ?:_::_::._
level 1995 1995 2015 2015

(min.) _mo =mm_ _m_rl_ m I_m1_1 m w_m
600 100 100 100 100

70O 96 89 96 86

80O 77 8g 79 65

900 6O 53 6O 45
1000 29 18 29 12

1100 8 4 8 3

1200 , I I ........._' . ..i..._ 1:-_._._:_................_..__.., ....:-_......___._ '_'_.,-_ *----. _ ._....._

Mmdmum 1280 1238 1284 1217

Mmn g24 , 882 928 86! ,
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ImDacts of Wet and Dry_ Hydrolopic Seauenc_ .es

This section of the appendix analyzes how the wettest and driest 5-year periods on record
would influence salinity levels under existing reservoir concli'fions_end of 1995 levels). *it .also
demonstrates how salinity is moderated by antecedent conditions. The 5 wettest years w ere from
1983 - 1987. Trace I below continues after.the 5 yearperiod with the hydrologic conditions recorded
from 1988 - 1990 (the damba_ has not yet been updated to include 1991 - 1995) then uses the record
from 1906 - 1917. The 5 driest years ofreC°rdare t930 - 1934. Trace 2 below continues on with
measured flow amounts from 1935 to 1949.

Table C-3 indicates there is an..18 percent chance that'salini_ Will exceed 1,000 mg/L at
hnpefial Dam under the "1995 w/existing controls" scenario. This statistic is accurate over the long
tern], however short-term salinity is greatly influenced by reservoir water quality and storage. While '
the information prOVided inTables C-t _through C-3 isvaluable for understanding the tofig-term '
impact of hydrology on the eXceedance of the numeric 'criteria,tO%etter con'cepmalize the impacts
of wet and dry CYcles,an anaiysis was performed. _

The CRSS model was used to evaluate how qmctdy salinity might decrease or increase from
its present level in the system due to wet and dry cycles (see Figure C- 1). Trace 1 is the 20 year
period of record that begins with the wettest 5-year period. Trace 1 roJ_ors Trace 2 in the first 5
years (salinity drops quickly in response to high flows). Though Tra ce 1 starts with the wettest 5-
year period on record it is followed by one of the drier periods on record. Salinity levels increase
fairly quickly due to this drought, but do not approach the levels of Trace 2 because of the antecedent
reservoir conditions. The high flows in the first 5 years flushed out the reservoir system. Though
Trace I experiences a severe drought from 1999 - 2003, salinity levels do not climb nearly as high
as Trace 2 because of this fresh water storage. Trace 2 is the 20 year period of record starting with
the driest 5 year period. This trace in Figure C-1 shows that it would take about 3 years for

1200

Trace 2
-J 1000

E

_=
41

(d_ 800

Traoe l

800
1005 20O0' 2005 20t0 2015

Tribe I Shows tho ku_l_ ed islam Ewo_Jeboni wb the wettest Sy_s of tow on irmeol'd.

Truce 2 sd, wa me impact o/mamnO n_eenono vn me afiem syrs o_rf(m, of) record.

FigureC-I ]?_ ofWet_1 DryHydrolo,i¢ _ onSalinity_ at_ Dam.
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to increase to 1,000 mg/L at Imperial Dam. This trace also demonstrates how slowly salinity
concenuafions might decrease following a severe drought given this particular hydrologic sequence.. .

In reality, future hydrologic conditions are unknown.
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LEGEND

NPDES PERMITS
EXPLANATION CODES

COLORADORIVERBASIN SALINITY CONTROL FORUM

NPDES permits are reviewed under two different' cr_erium under Forum_Delicy;These being municipal aod industrial.
In order for a permi_ee to be in cornpti;mc_ under the murucipal c_erium, the increase in concentra_on between inflow and
outflow can not be greater than 400mg/L Forum industrial cri_eriumrequires that no industrial user discharges more than 1.00
ton/day. Under Forum policy there can be granted exceptions to these limitations by the states. The fofiowing gives an
explanation of the current sta_s of the NPDES permits. Because at any given timemany of the approximate E00 permits
identified in this list are being reviewed, reissued, and/or terminated, and new discharge permits are 'being filed, this list must
be considered as_eing subject to frequent change. '

MUNICIPAL INDUSTRIAL

(M) Municipal user in compliance With Forum PO!icy. (I) Industrial user in compliance with Forum Policy.

(M-l) Permit has expired or been revoked. No discharge. {1~1) Permit has expired or been revoked. No discharge.

(M-2) Permittee is not currently discharging. _!-2) Permit_ee is not currently discharging. -

{M-3) Measurement of TDS is notCurrently required, but .{I-3) MeasUrement of TDS is not Currently required, b_
the state andlor _PA plans to requiremeasurements : the state and/or EPA plans to r_quire'measurements '
of both inflow -and outflow when'the permit is .... of both volUme and conce 'ntration of outflow when
reissued, the permit is reissued.

(M-4) Measurements of inflow are not consistent with (i-4) Either concentration or volUme of outflow are not
Forum policy; ct_ently being made as stipulated, thus the permit

is in violation of Forum policy. It is not known if
(M-4A) Therefore, it is not known whether or not this the permit is in excess of the _ 1.00 ton/day

municipal user is in compliance, requirement.

(M-4B) However, since outflow concentration is less than (I-5} This permit is in violation of Forum policy in that
500 mg/L it is presumed that this permit is not in they are discharging > 1.00 ton/day of salts.
violation of the <400 mg/L increase.

(I-SA) No provision has been made allowing this violation
(M-5) This IDermit is in violation of Forum policy in that of Forum policy.

there is an increase in concentration of > 400 mg/L
over the source waters. (I-5B) Though discharge is > 1.00 ton/day, in keeping with

Forum policy the discharger has demonstrated the
(M-SA) The state is currently working to bring them into salt reduction is not practicable and the requirement

compliance, has been waived.

(M-6) Thi s permit requires no discharge or discharge only (I-5C) The use of water under this permit is for thermal
under rare and extreme hydrologic conditions, energy. Only heat is extracted and thus the salt
Thus, flow and concentration measurements arenot and water which are discharged into the river would
required, have done so naturally. They are covered by the

Forum's policy on intercepted ground waters.
{M-7) Insufficient data to know the status of this permit.

(I-SD) This permit is for a fish hatchery. The use of the
water is a one-time pass through, and < 1.00

· ton/day of salt is being discharged.

(I-SE] This p_rmit is for the interception and passage of
gmtmd waters and thus is excepted under the
Forum's policy on ground-water interception.

(i-6} This permit requires no discharge or discharge only
under rare and extreme hydrologic conditions.
Thus, flow and conce_on measurements areno1
required.

· Permit issued to a federal agency or an Indian tribe
and the responsibility of EPA. (i-7) Insufficient data to know the current status of thi,_

permit.
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NPOESPERMITS
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROLFORUM

DECEMBER31, 1994

NPIDES_ REACH NAME CONCENTRATION FLOW RATE SALT LOAD EXPLANATION
MG/L MGD TONS/DAY CODE

t , , ,

AZ0023311 APS/CHOU.A POWERPLANT 273.600 0.00 1.2
AZ{3110167 900 .8lA HUNTERS POINT SCHOOJ,. N/A 0.000 0.00 M-6*
AZ0022560 BIA KEAMS CANYON ' - . 0.030 0.00
AZ0110213 900 BIA LOW MOUNTAIN SCHOOL N/A 0.000 0.00 M-6'
AZ0110043 801 BIA NAZUNI BOARDING SCHOOL N/A 0.000 0.00 M-6*
AZ0110175 900 BIA PINE SPRINGSSCHOOL N/A 0.000 0.00 M-2'
AZ0110094 801 Ilia TEEC NOS POSSCHOOL N/A 0.000 0.00 M-6'
AZ0022411 BILTMORE PROPS/KACHINA GARDENS O.0128 0.00 I

AZ0023507 BLAKE RANCH RVP_ .. -- 0.003 0.00 t-6
_oo23o3s t=.UEKACONOFraNGMAN 0.030 O.00 1.6
AZO02161'0 900 .CAMERON TRADING POST __ 0.054 0.:00 t
AZ0021024 920 CITIZENS UTIUTIES- RIVERBEND 400 O.170 0.28 M-4A
AZ0022462 940 COLORADO RIVER INDIAN_RIBE WTP 0.040 0.00 Iv1.6'

AZ0021415 940 COLORADO RIVER JOINT ,:'VENTURE _ 1.200 2.00 M-4A
AZ0022268 930 -CYPRUSBAGDAD' COPPERDIV . 0 .0.000 0.00 I-2
AZD022322 ' -.000 ENERGYFUR_NUCLEAR KANAB: ' 0 0000 0.00
AZ0020427 900 FLAGSTAFF, Ct'I'Y OF, WILDCAT' HILL 6.000 0.00 M-4B
AZ0023639 'FLAGSTAFF, CITY OF-RIO DE 'FLAG * : -- 4.000 0.00 W1.3
AZ00_152 *O00 GRAND CANYON NATI .ONALPARK -- 0.750 0.00 1.7
AZ0023566 GRAND cANYON RAILwAy .... -- 0.00
AZO022187 HARRISON MINING/TYROMINE 0.00 1-1
AZ00202S7 900 HOL_OOK, CITY OF 1.300 0.00 M-4A
AZ0022*489 KINGMAN/DOGTOWN _ 0.520 0.87 M
AZD022918 LAKE INVESTMENTS % UVECO 0.540 0.00 1-6
AZ0022098 940 LE PERA SCHOOL - PARKERS. D. d'27 30- 0.00 M-4A
AZ0023647 MOHAVE TOPOCK COMPRESSORSTATION 0.144 0.00 I-6
AZ0022195 NTUA/GANADO 400 0.400 0.67
AZD022471 NTUAJKAIBETO 0.010 0.00
AZ00221_2 NTUAAROUGHROCK LAGOONS 0.007 0.00
AZ0020265 801 NTUA/CHINLE 400 0.783 1.31 M-4A
AZ0020281 801 NTUAJKAYENTA 400 0.090 0.1S M-4A
AZ0021920 801 NTUA/MANY FARMS 0.014 0.00 M-4A
AZ0020290 900 NTUA/TUBA CITY 400 1.100 1.84 IV1.4B
AZ0021555 900 NTUA/WINDOW ROCK 400 1.320 2.20 IVt-4A
AZ0022284 940 PARKER;TOWN OF 0.0129 0.00 M-7
AZD022179 900 PEABODY COAL CO. 0.000 0.00 1-2
AZ0022756 PETRO STOP CENTER/KINGMAN 400 0.050 0.08 1-6
AZD0237S2 QUARTZSrTE, CITY OF WWTF 0.045 0.00 M-3
_D0_7"72 ST. JOHNS POTW 0.500 0.00 M
AZ0023698 SENITA VILLAGE RV RESORT 0.035 0.00 M-6
AZ0023477 S. GRAND CANYON S.D. 0.750 0.00 I-6
AZ0021474 STONE FORESTINDUSTRIES/FLAGSTAI::F 0.01S 0.00 1-1
AZ0023884 TEEC NOS POS COMMUN_ WASTEWATER 0.080 0.00 M-6
AZ0110248 USBR/DAVI$ DAM 0.027 0.00 1.6
AZD110019 USBR/GLEN CANYON CRSP 400 0.015 0.03 I-6
AZ0110329 USBR/HOOVER DAM 400 0.055 0.09 I
AZ0110272 USFS/KAIBAB/JACOB LAKE 0.00
AZ0000132 920 USFWPMLLOW BEACH FISH HATCHERY 20.800 0.00 I-SA
AZD023612 USNPS/GRAND CANYON/DESERTVIEW 400 0.040 0.07 M.6
AZ0110426 900 USNPS/GRAND CANYON/NORTH RIM 0.150 0.OO I
AZ0023621 USNPS/GRAND CANYON/GARDEN CREEK 1OO 0.450 O.19 M-6
AZ0023523 USNPS/KATHERINE'S LANDING 100 0.200 0.08 M-6
A.ZO020346 900 WILLIAMS, CITY OF _ 0.540 0.00 M-3
AZ0023361 WILUAMS WW'TP 0.033 0.00 M-6

AZD023833 WINSLOW, CITY OF WTP -- 1.600 0.00 M-3

CA0104205 920 NEEDLES, CITY OF 1231 0.960 4.93 M
CA7000005 940 USBR, PARKERDAM ANDPOWER PLANT DWI: 45 0.003 0.00 M

COG500272 ABB01'I' READY MIX INC. 877 1.103 4.04 I-SE
CO0039993 801 AIRCO INDUSTRIAL GASES/BOC GROUP 2350 0.006 0.06 I
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NPDES PERMITS
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL FORUM

DECEMBER31. 1994
i ii i i iii i B · ii

NPDES # REACH NAME CONCENTRATION FLOW RATE SALT LOAD EXPLANATIC
MG/L MGD TONS/DAY CODE

i i i , , i , -- i

COG500141 100 ALPINEROCKCO. 118 0.135 0.07 I
C00042447 AMERICAN ATLAS el LLC 3093 0.072 0.93 1

....

CO0036609 AMERICAN SHIELD COALMINE 0 0.000 0.00 i-1
COOO26468 801 AMORELLI JOE & CHERYL/UGHTNERCR. 490 0.O01 0.O0 M
CO0039683 510 ANDRIKOPOULOS A.G. 0 0.OOO 0.00 1-2
COO026387 100 ASPEN CONSOUDATED SAN DIST 606 1.720 4.35 M
CO0022721 100 ASPENVILLAGE 0 0.280 0.00 M
COG582008 BACA GRANDEWATER & SAN DIST 326 0.020 0.03 M
CO(X)21491 t00 BASALT SANITATION DISTRICT 284 0.210 0.25 M
CO0043346 BASALT TOWN ()'F - 'Wl'P _ 250 0.370 0.39 I
CO0039063 :100 BATTLEMENT MESA _O DIST. 760 0.239 0.76 M
CO0038989 100 BATTLEMENT MESA METRO*_iST.-_ 0 0.0OO O.00 I-2
CO0039276 S01 BAYRELD SAN'_IST-GEM VILLAGE _,50 O.018 0.03 M
CO0020273 801 BAYFIELD SANITARY DISTRICT 345 O.174 0.25 M
COG85OO15 220 BEAR COAL COMPANY INC.'.]_=ARMiNE 0 0.OO0 0.00 {-6
CO0042111 -BEAR REUDIDBA TRIMBLE HoT SPGS "'- ' ;3284 0.376 5.15 1-5C
COOO23663 BENSON dba'COUNTRY'ME'A'DO_/_'S]MHP . 380 0.013 0.02 M
C00031445 801 81NCKES RO_iERT:dba_ _RANCHES CMPG *0 0.000 _.00 -M-2
COG640020 : 100 BLUE RIVER WI'R 'D1ST-PEAK7_WPT 0 0.000 0.00 .I
coGso0150 300 BouNDS &SONS INc._OUNDS PIT " 0 0.000 - 0.00 1-1
C00033685 220 BOWIE RESOUR'ClESU *IVlli_D " 181 0.004 0.00 I
CO0021539 100 BRECKENRIDGESANITATION DISTRICT 298 1.280 1.59 M
COG640053 BRECKENRIDGEToWN OF - w'rP 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
COG500096 801 BURNETT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY. 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
CO0026981 220 CAMP BIRDCOLORADO INC. 900' 1.500 5.63 I
CO0040134 100 CANYON CREEK*ESTATES 662 0.009 0.02 M
COOO26751 1O0 CARBONDALE TOWN OF 462 0.347 0.67 M
COG640027 100 CARBONDALE TOWN OF WTP 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
CO0031984 220 CEDAREDGETOWN OF 272 0.158 0.18 M
COG64OO15 220 CEDAREDGETOWN OF - WTP 172 0.188 0.13 I
C0G500119 100 CENTRAL AGGREGATESINC. - E RIFLE 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
C00033260 300 CUFTON SANITATION DISTRICT ,1 924 0.030 0.12 M
CO0033791 300 CLIFTON SANITATION DISTRICT ,2 692 0.730 2.11 M
C00000248 100 CLIMAX MOLYBDENUM CO.-CUMAX MINE 1108 7.360 34.03 1-58
C0003_94 190 CLIMAXMOLYBDENUM CO.-KEYSTONEMINE 1053 0.367 1.61 i
CO0041076 COCA-COLA BO'T'rUNG COMPANY 708 0.005 0.01 !
COOO40487 100 COLLBRANTOWN OFWWTP 701 0.106 0.31 M
C00043389 COLO DEFTCORRECTIONS- DELTA 450 0.020 0.04 M
C00040771 100 COLO DEPTCORRECTIONS- RIFLE 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
COG070039 100 COLO DEFT HIGHWAYS-DEBEQUE O 0.OOO o.0o _1
COG130001 100 COLO DIV WI_AL RIVER 309 8_900 11.48 1-5D
COG130005 801 COLO DIV WILDLIFE..DURANGOHATCHERY 273 2.980 3.39 1-5D
COG130007 100 COL0 DIV WILDUFE-FINGERROCK 240 3.070 3.07 I-SD
COG130004 190 COLO DIV WILDLIFE-PITK]N TROUT 124 10.520 5.44 I-SD
COG130011 100 COLO DIV WILDUFE-RIFLE FALLS 337 24.820 34.90 1-5D
COG130006 190 COLO D!V WILDUFE-ROARING JUDY 210 18.530 16.24 1-SD
c00000043 220 COLO UTEBEC ASS_FJmMBULLOCK 0 0.000 0.00 61
COGSSO017 500 COLO-WYO COAL CO. L.P. 1438 0.O65 0.39 1-6
CO0042765 COLORADO MINING & SMELTING 0 O.000 0.00 1-1
COG850013 500 COLORADO YAMIPA COAL CONIPANY 1700 0.008 0.06 !-6
COG500184 COLORADO YULE MARBLE CO. 212 0.004 0.00 I
COG,_X)245 CONNELL RESOURCES- THOMPSON PIT 185 0.485 0.37 I
CO0038440 CONRAD JOHN - CONRAD JOINT VENTURE 301 O.001 O.00 M
CO0033537 300 COORS CERAMIC COIVlPANY 252 0.075 0.08 I
CO0021 S98 100 COPPERMOUNTAIN WATER & SAN. DIST. 302 0.254 0.32 M
COGSOOlSS 3oo CORN CONSTRUC'nON COMPANY o o.ooo o.oo 1-2
COGSO0160 300 CORN CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 0 0.000 0.00 i-2
COG_dX)155 300 CORN CONSTRUCTION COMPANY - FRUITA 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
COGSO0003 300 CORN CONSTRUCTION COMPANY - LATHAM 0 O.OO0 0.00 1-2
COGSO0156 300 CORN CONSTRUCTION COMPANY -32 1/4RD 2147 O.160 1.43 I-SE
C00027545 801 CORTEZSANITATION DIST-SOUTHWEST 690 0.141 0.41 M

])-3



NMI)ES Iq;RMITS
COLORADO RIVER BASIN &NI. INITY CONTROL FORUM

DECEMBER31, 1994

# REACH NAME CONCENTRATION FLOW RATE SALT LOAD EXPLANATION
MG/L MGD TONG_AY CODE

i . ..,

CO0020125 801 CORTEZ SANITATION DISTRICT-NORTH 827 0.223 0.77 M
CO0027880 I01 CORTEZ SANITATION DISTBICT-SOUTH .' 508 0_556 1.18 M
CO0036251 310 COTTER CORP-JD-7 & JD,.J&/IINES q456 0.030 0.18 I
COGS81002 100 COTTONWOOD SPRINGSMHP LTD 2395 0.060 0.60 M
CO004OO37 500 CRAIG CITY OF WWTP 593 0.977 2.42 M
COOO37729 220 CRAWFORD SEWERTREATMENT PLANT ?91 0.021 0.03 M
CO0031836 190 CRESTEDBUTTE SOUTHMETRO DISTRICT 371 0.023 0.04 M
C00020443 190 CRESTEDBLrT'TETown OF 218 0.243 0.2.2 M
COG5OO255 CURRY RICFiARD & MARILYN .... 1888 0.054 0.43 I
CO0034142 SO0 CYPRUS EMPIRE ENERGYCORP;.EAGLEMNE 1093 3.320 15.14 !-SB
CO0027154 500 CYPRUS YAMPA V_!_! _ _OAL COMPANY :2988 1.070 :t 3.94 J-SB

COG500241 DALTON PIT SANDCOINC. O 0.000 0.00 1-1
CO00234i 8 100 OEBEQUETOWN OF 988 0.020 0.08 M
COG500209 DELTA SAND & GRAVEL-IMT _ 980 1.500 6.13 l-SE
COGS00136 220 DELTA SAND & GRAVEL'CO -:tq'r wi 1142 1.500 7.1 s 1-SE

COO039641 220 DELTA cITY 'OF -: _. ' 1343 1.010 5.66 M
COG640006 100 'DILLON TOWN OF, W'T'P - 0 O.01S 0.00
CO0040509 801 DOLORES'¥OWN OF :_ 470 0.162 0.32 M
C0003770 2 801 DOSH JOHN C:$R dba VI STA'VERDE VlL 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
CO0023434 310 DOVECREEKTOWNOF _ 632 0.040 . 0.11 M

COG500271 DUCKEI.S COI!_TR.UCTION 24 0.050 0.01 1-5E
CO0041181 DURANGO SGHOOL DISTRICT *JR O O.OOO O.OO I-2
CO0043095 DURANGO WEST METRO DST a2 563 0.078 O.18 M
C00036226 801 DURANGO WEST METROPOLITAN DISTRICT 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
C00024082 801 DURANGO CITY OF 393 1.890 3.10 M
CO0021059 100 EAGLE SANITATION DISTRICT 660 0.160 0.44 M
coG54oo31 lOO EAGLETOWNOFw'n, o 0.00o 0.00 1-2
CO0040720 190 EAST RIVERREGIONAL SAN DIST-WWTP 237 0.036 0.04 M
COG1150019 100 EASTSIDE COAL C0. INC. 0 0.000 0.00 I-6
CO0040266 801 EDGEMONT RANCH METRO DISTRICT 525 0.011 0.02 M
cooo39551 SOl EmeNDSGEOm_ db,CASCADEVLG. 4SS 0.019 0.04 M
COGS00039 ELAM CONSTRUCTION - CHAMBERS PIT 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
COGS00225 ELAM CONSTRUCTION - DAVENPORT 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
COG500210 ELAM C_UCTION - MULE FARM GR 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
COGS(X)107 300 ELAM CONSTRUCTION INC-29 ROAD PIT 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
COG,_0108 300 ELAM CONSTRUCTION INC-BOUNDS PIT 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
COG,_X)130 300 ELAM CONSTRU_ON INC-GRIFFIN PIT 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
COG500106 300 ELAM CONSTRUCTION-19 ROAD PIT 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
CO(Y)31551 801 ELLIS JAMES M dlNI NARROW GAUGE MHP 458 0.006 0.01 M
COG075002 EMERALD GAS OPERA_ CO. 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
COG115OOO3 510 ENRON COAL COMPANY.NORTHERN IPl 564 0.003 O.O1 I-6
COG850002 510 ENRONCOAL COMPANY-RIENAU _2 0 0.000 0.00 i-6
C00031003 500 EUZOA BIBLE CHURCH - 39 O.OOO O.00 M
C00031229 100 EVER_ L.G. - LOVE GRAVEL PIT 102 0.075 0.03 I
COG310022 EVERIST I-G. INC. 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
CO0038270 100 EXXON COMPANY USA-COLONY SHALE OIL 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
C00034193 300 RBREBOARD CORPORATION 824 0.027 0.09 I
C00040240 FIDELITY TRUST BUILDING 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
CO0040967 190 FILOHA MEADOWS HEALTH EDUCATION 2764 0.025 0.29 I
COGSO0114 100 FLAG SAND & GRAVEL-SILT PIT 700 0.055 0.16 I
CO0042439 FOREST LAKES METRODIST. 205 0.040 0.03 M
COO0211827 801 FORRESTGROVES ESTATES 543 0.005 0.01 M
CO004K)142 100 FRASER SANITATION DISTRICT 162 0.303 0.20 M
C00020451 100 FRISCO SANITATION DISTRICT 481 0.460 0.92 M
CO0037907 100 FRISCO TOWN OFw'rP 43 0.005 0.00 !
CO(X)2025'7 100 FRUITA TOWN OF 1113 0.410 1.90 M-SA
COG075003 FUEl. RESOURCESDEV. C0. 440 0.016 0.03 I
CO0042463 GATEWAY OF SNOWMASS MESA SUBDIVISN 328 0.000 0.00 M
CO0000141 100 GLENWOOD HOT SPRINGSLODGE& POOL 16282 1.160 78.82 1-SC
COG640052 100 GLENWOOD SPRINGSCITY OF..w'rP 145 0.040 0.02 I
CO0020516 100 GLENWOOD SPRINGSCITY OF-WWTF 795 0.7116 2.61 M-SA
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CO0020699 100 GRANBY SANITATION DISTRICT 287 0.320 0.38 M
-

COG640044 .100 GRAND COUNTY WTR &SAN DI_T - W'_TP 0 0.000 O.O0 I-2
COO032964 100 GRAND COUNTY WTR & SANITATION DIST "174 0.270 0.20 M
COG500264 GRAND GRAVEL 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
COGSOOIS4 300 GRAND JUNCTION CONCRETEPIPE :O 0.OOO 0.00 1-2
COGSOO1S8 300 GRAND JUNCTION PIPE& SUPPLY O 0.OO0 0.O0 1-2
COGSOO161 300 GRAND JUNCTION PIPE& SUPPLY 2881 0.110 1.32 t-SE
COG640OO4 220 GRAND JUNCTION CITY OF -]NTP O O.OOO 0.OO 1-2
COOO40827 GRAND VALLEY COAL COMPANY O 0.000 '0.O0 !-2
CO0038342 100 GRAND VALLEY COAL COMPANY O O.000 0.00 1-2
COG500252 GRANT BROS. CONSTRUCTION ' O O.000 0.00 J-2
COG640041 GUNNISON cOUNTY -DOS RIOS WTP O 0.000 0.00 I
CO0041858 220 GUNNISON COUNTY BOCC-ANTELoPE HiLLS 891 0.023 ' '0.09 M
COOO41530 220 GUNNISON CITY OF 365 1.170 1.78 NI
COGS84001 100 GYPSUM TOWN OF ' 408 0.190 0.32 M
COG850018 SOO H-G COAL CO.-HAYDEN GULCHMINE ' 3031 0.118 1.49 I-6
CO0027537 _B01 HARVEY JOHN C' dbal=OIqDEROSA_(OA 303 0.OOS 0.01 M
COG850008 SO0 HAYOEN GULCH TERMINAL'_C. ' :_- * 372 0.048 '0.07 ]-6
CO00409S9 T=O0 HAY'DENTOWN OF . : 516 0.080 0.17 N!
COOO40452 801 HERMOSA sANiTATION DISTRICT : - 593 0.098 0.24 M.

COGS'84002 HIGH COUNTRY LODGEA GEN PRTNSHP 378 0.001 0.00 M
CO00363i5 300 HOLLY PLAZA DEVELOPMEI_ C0. 0 0.006 0.00 M-3
COG850024 HONEYWOOD COAL COMPANY 0 0.000 0.00 1-6
CO0031437 801 HORNBAKER REX dba VALLECITO RESORT 435 0.001 0.00 M
C00024350 100 HOT SULPHURSPRINGSTOWN OF 267' 0.037 0.04 M
COG640019 HOT SULPHURSPRINGSTOWN OF - WTP 86 0.029 0.01 I
CO0021415 220 HOTCHKISS TOWN OF 1107 0.135 0.62 M
CO0026956 310 IDARADO MINING 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
CO0022853 801 IGNACIO SANITARY DISTRICT 0 0.000 0.00 M-6
CO(X)41220 INGLEHART FRED B. dba EL ROCKO MHP 417 0.O07 0.O1 M
COG850034 801 KAISER STEEL RESOURCES-CHIMNEYROCK 0 0.0OO 0.O0 I-6
COG850010 KAISER STEEL-COLOCOAL MINE tl 0 0.000 0.O0 1-6
COG500067 101 KENT F. J. PIPEUNE/WORLEYDAROLD 0 0.O00 0.{30 1-5E
COG85OO21 KERRCOAL 0 0.000 0.00 1-6
COG85OO36 KERRCOAL COMPANY - KERRLOADOUT 0 0.0OO 0.OO 1-6
COO023876 100 KEYSTONE RESORTSMANAGEMENT INC. 443 0.006 0.O1 M
CO0035319 801 KING WILLARD dbeWOLF CREEKVILLAGE 0 0.0OO 0.O0 IV_2
CO0021636 100 KREMMLING SANITATION DISTRICT 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
COOO40673 200 LAKE CITY TOWN OF 1S4 0.080 0.05 M
CO0000078 300 LANDMARK PETROLEUMINC. O O.OOO O.OO t-2
COG850030 LANDMARK RECLAMATION INC. 0 0.O00 0.00 1-6
COGS84005 310 LAST DOLLAR PUD 409 O.OOS 0.01 M
COG500083 LATHAM THOMAS & GINGER-DeBEQUEPIT 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
C00020303 100 LAZY GLEN HOMEWONERSASSN. 377 0.040 0.06 M
COGS00229 LEEGU.BERTT. 745 0.390 1.21 1-5E
C00032492 801 LEERICHARD O.-LEEMOBILE HOME PRK 353 0.007 0.01 M
COG8SO022 LOBATO RDEL - BLUEFLAME COAL 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
CO0041408 LOMA UNDA SANITATION DISTRICT 508 0.044 0.09 M
CO0021687 801 MANCOS TOWN OF 343 O.116 0.17 M
CO0029904 801 MANN DARLENE D dba UGHTNER CRK NIH 0 0.O0 0.00 M
COG0?S005 MARKWEST ENERGYPARTNERS 396 0.030 0.05 I
CO0022781 510 MEEKER SANITATION DISTRICT 500 0.240 0.SO M
C00029203 190 MERIDIAN LAKE PARK CORP. 231 0.011 0.01 M
C00033723 300 MERRIETT PENELOPE/RICHPOWELL 432 0.005 0.01 M
CO0040053 300 MESA CO./GRAND JUCNTION CITY OF 973 7.240 29.40 M
COG500071 300 MESA COUNTY ROAD DEPARTMENT 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
C00027456 510 MESA COUNTY VALLEY SCHOOL DIST ,rS1 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
CO0032727 300 MESA WATER & SANITATION DISTRICT 645 0.018 0.05 M
COG8SO026 100 MID CONTINENT RESOURCESINC. 0 0.000 0.00 1-6
CO0000396 100 MID CONTINENT RESOURCESINC. 3082 0.686 8.82 1-5B
COGS84007 100 MID-VAU..EY METROPOLITANDISTRICT 558 0.173 0.40 M
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COG850009 220 MINREC INC.-BLUE RIBBONMINE 0 0.000 0.00 1-6
C00029599 -1O0 MINREC INC.-NORTH THOIMF'SONCREEK 1!43 0.018 Q.09 I
COG850020 220 MINREC INC.-REED CANYON MINE ,0 0.000 0.00 1-2
COG500259 MK-FERGUSON CO. - CHANCE GULCH· 0 0.O00 0.00 1-2
CO0038906 100 MOBILE HOME MANAGEMENT CORP. 733 0.020 0.O6 M
CO0037621 500 MOFFAT COUNTY IMPROVEMENT-MAYBELL 515 0.O10 0.02 M
CO0039624 220 MONTROSE CITY OF 796 1.670 5.55 M
CO0022969 220 MORRISON CREEKMETROPOLITAN DIST 315 0.044 0.06 M
CO00397'/6 220 MOUNTAIN COAL.COMPANY-WF,ST ELK MINE* 1253 0.427 2.23 I
COG500260 MOUNTAIN GRAVEL & CONSTRUCTION 234 2.775 2.71 1-5E
COOO27171 190 -MT cRESTED*'I_UTTEW'TR & SAN DISTRICT .461 0.260 O.SO NI
CO0040703 SO0 MT WERNERWAS-_oAT $PRINGS'WTP O O.OO0 I).00 I-2
CO0040754 510 NATEC MINERALS 1Nc. - O 0.O00 0.00 1-1
COG950001 1101 NATIONAL KING COAL INC. 0 0.000 0.O0 1-6
C00024007 : 310 NATuRITA TOWN OF 802 0.087 0.29 M
COG850005 · NCIG FINANCIAl. INC. ·.... . 0 0.000 O.00 1-6
COGSS(X)25 NCIG FINANCIAL'INC. ' '''_ 0 0.000 0.00 1-6
C00040479 100 NEW cAsTLE TOWN OF WW'I'P .621 0.076 0.20 M
CO003716_ t90 NORTHELK191EADOWSHOA '* - * 536 0.007 0;02 · M
CO0032191 310 NORWOOD SA_IITA'ZlDN' D_TRICT' ' 620 0.052 'O.13 M
COGSB2002 310 NUCL;A SANITATION DISTRICT 1842 0.108 0.83 M
C_38 NUCLA TOwN .C_- _ 229 0.200 0.19 1
COG64OO57 500 OAK CREEKTOWN OF-WTP 89 0.065 0.02 I
CO0041106 OAK CREEKTOWN OF-WWTP 266 0.190 0.21 M
COG850027 801 OAKRIDGE ENERGYINC. O 0.000 O.00 1-6
C00029947 100 OCCIDENTAL OIL SHALE - LOGAN WASH 1336 0.002 0.01 I-2
CO0033961 510 OCCIDENTAL OIL SHALE INC. 0 0-000 0-00 1-2
CO0020907 220 OLATHE TOWN OF 2263 0.257 2.43 IV_SA
COG640016 ORCHARD CITY TOWN OF - WTP 0 1.490 0.00 I
CO0028860 100 OURAY RANCH HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 140 0.OO0 O.OO M
COOO43397 220 OURAY CITY OF 525 O.183 0.40 M
COOO43222 OURAY CITY OF - HOT SPRINGSPOOL 1397 0.640 3.73 t-SC
CO0000132 220 PACIFIC BASIN RESOURCE$.-SONERSET 275'7 0.306 3.52 I
COG640007 PAGOSA AREA W&SD - HATCHER WTP 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
COOO41343 PAGOSA AREA WTR & SAN-_ PLANT 239 0.017 0.02 I
C0(X)31755 801 PAGOSA AREA WTR & SAN-VISTA PLANT 539 0.508 1.14 M
COO0311032 801 PAGOSA AREA WTR & SANITATION DIST 728 0.071 0.22 M
CO0022845 801 PAGOSA SPRINGSSANITATION DISTRICT 709 0.278 0.82 M
COG640022 PAGOSA SPRINGSTOWN OF - WTF 35 0.011 0-00 I
COG584004 300 PALISADE TOWN OF - SEWAGE LAGOON 380 0.237 0.38 M
COG640037 300 PALISADE TOWN OF - WTP 176 0.O94 0.07 I
COOO27713 300 PANORAMA IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 516 0.056 O.12 M
CO0021709 220 PAONIA TOWN OF 1238 0.290 1.50 M-SA
COG070069 500 PEABODY COAL CO. - SENECA II MINE 0 0-000 O.O0 F1
COGI150007 PENNSYLVANIA WEST COAL COMPANY 0 0-000 0.00 1-1
CO0(_1402 801 PINE-ANIMAS SEWER MGMT' CO. 0 0.O00 O.OO M-2
C00032638 500 PITTSUG & MIDWAY COAL MINE 3673 1.15 17.63 I
C00027146 300 POWOERHORNCOAL COMPANY 1754 0.546 4.O0 1-5B
C00023485 300 POWDERHORN METRO DIST NO. 1 298 0.002 0.00 M
CO0000523 500 PUBLIC SERVICECO44AYDEN PLANT 286 0.016 0.02 I
CO0000027 300 PUBLIC SERVICECO.-CAMEO STATION 534 44.10 98.27 I
CO0020176 901 PURGATORY METRO DISTRICT 678 0.139 0.39 M
COGBSOO11 220 QUlNN COAL COMPANY O 0-000 O.OO I-1
CO0028525 100 RANCH AT ROARINGFORK 351 0.037 O.OS M
C0(X)36366 901 RANCH PROPERTYOWNERS 615 0.011 0.03 M
CO0026972 510 RANGELY TOWN OF 720 0.183 0.55 M
CO0000108 310 RAPHOLZ SILVER INC. - SILVER BELL 0 0.000 0.OO t-1
COG640012 RED CUFF W&SD - WTP 0 0.001 0.00 I
CO0021385 100 RED CUFF TOWN OF 363 0.225 0.34 M
CO(X)39551 100 REDSTONE CORPORATION 0 O.000 0.00 I-2
C00023922 100 REDSTONE WATER & SANITATION DIST 368 0.027 0.04 M
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C00029793 310 RICO DEVELOPMENTCORPORATION 0 0.000 0.00 1-2

C00029106 220 . RIDGWAY TOWN OF. : : 3S5 0.047 0.07 M
C00040738 100 RIFLE CITY OF 1052 0.490 2.1S M
C00030970 100 RIFLECITY OF-RIFLESOUTH 780 0.046 0.1S M
COG500212 ROARING FORK RESOURCES 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
C00039209 100 ROARING FORK RESOURCES-UMETCOPIT 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
COG500227 ROARINGFORKSAND& GRAVELINC. O 0,000 0.O0 i-2
COG8S0023 SOO ROCKCASTLE CO.-GRASSY CREEK COAL MN O 0.000 0.00 1:2
C00032590 SO0 ROUTT CO, FOR PRIPPSBURG_COMMUNITY 546 O,016 0.04 'M
C00039705 SO0 ROUT1' COUNTY FORMILNER COMMUNITY 392 0.012 0.02 'N!
C00000051 sAMSON RESOU!_CESCi_VlPANY - 5450 1.27 28.88 t
COO031461 801 SAN JUAN RIVER VILLAGE METRODIST 327 O.010 0.01 M
C0GS00179 SCOTTROBERT 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
C00037656 SOO SENECA COAL COMPANY 336 0.008 0.01 1-58

· .

CO0000221 SO0 SENECA COAL COMPANY 2259 0.512 4.83 t-58
COG075001 SG INTEREST_1NC, 471 0.025 O.OS ! '

CO0036781 801 SHALAKO tRTERNATIONAL-MAY DAY MINE 0 0.000 O.00 1-2
C00036978' 801 SIERRAVERDE ESTATES INC. ,; O 0.000 0.00 M-2
CO0029i81 100 SILT TOWN OF 946 0.070 * 0.28 M
CO0037460 220 SILVER IEAGLECO.-MOuNTAIN TOP MINE 83 0.000 O.O0 1-2
CO0026867 220 SILVER SPRINGS'TROUT'FARM 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
CO0020826 100 SILVERTHORNE-DILLONJOINT SW 300 1.070 1.34 M
COOO20311 801 SILVERTONTOWN OF 310 0,130 0.17 M
coG640oo8 SILVERTONTOWNOF- WTP 0 0.004 0.00
C00038598 1O0 SKI SUNUGHT INC. 0 0.000 0.00 IV1-2
C00023086 100 SNOWMASS WATER & SANITATION DIST. 229 0.810 0.77 M
COG640050 100 SNOWMASS WATER TREATMENTPLANT 0 0.000 0.O0 1-2
CO0043273 SONNENALP PROPERTIESINC, 171 0.018 0.01 M
CO0031810 100 SOPRISVILLAGE JOINT VENTURE 442 0.026 0.OS M
CO0041262 SOUTH DURANGO SANITATION DISTRICT 720 0.053 0.16 M
CO0037001 220 SPRING CREEKESTATES LAGOON 479 0.002 O.O0 M
CO003807S 510 STAGECOACH SANITATION INC. 0 0.000 O.00 IV1-2
COOO32280 SO0 STEAMBOAT HEALTH & RECREATION 788 0.009 0.03 I
COO035556 500 STEAMBOAT LAKE SANITATION DISTRICT 229 0.009 0.01 M
CO0020834 500 STEAMBOAT SPRINGSCITY OF 163 1.910 1.30 M
C00029955 100 SUMMITCOUNTYBOCC- SNAKEmyER 480 0.5OO 1.00 M
COG850012 500 SUN COAL COMPANY INC.- MEADOWS 203 0.004 0.00 I-6
COO036668 500 SUNLAND MINING CORP-APEX_2 MINE 0 0.000 0.O0 I-2
COO027529 801 SUNNYSIDE GOLD - AMERICANTUNNEL 1931 2.29 18.45 1-SB
COO000426 801 SUNNYSIDE GOLD - MAYFLOWER MILL 0 0.000 0.00 1-SB
COO036056 801 SUNNYSIDE GOLD - TERRYTUNNEl, 1220 0.220 1,1 2 !-58
CO0035815 100 TALBOTT ENTERPRISESINC. 1565 0.064 0.42 M
COG500253 TELLURIDEGRAVEL.INC. 208 0.299 0.26 I
C00041840 310 TELLURIDEREGIONAL WWTP 350 0.485 0.71 M
COG640024 310 TELLURIDETOWN OFWTP 131 0.002 0.00 1-2
C00039756 220 TERRORCREEKC0. - PACIFIC BASIN 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
COG310002 TEXACO REFINING& MARKETING 0 0,000 0.00 I-2
CO0037699 100 THREELAKES WTR & SAN-SUN VALLEY 445 0,003 0,01 M
C00047681 100 THREELAKES WTR & SAN-WILLOW 218 0.416 0.38 M
CO0032115 500 TRAPPERMINING INC, 1652 0.111 0.77 !-56
CO0000S40 310 TRI-STATE GENERATION 1660 0.348 2.41 I
C00036684 500 TWENTYMILE COAL CO. 3208 0.025 0.33 I
COOO42161 TWENTYMILE COAL CO. - FOIDELCREEl( 3027 0.010 0.13 I
CO(X)39918 100 UNION OIL CO. - PARACHUTE CREEK 0 0.000 0.OO 1-1
COG500047 UNITED COMPANIES OF MESA COUNTY 0 o.0o0 o.oo 1-1
C0G500201 UNrTI_ COMPANIES OF MESA COUNTY 3896 0.105 1.71 I-SE
COG500266 UNITED COMPANIES OF MESA COUNTY 7033 O,120 3,52 1-5E
COG500004 UNITED COMPANIES OF MESA COUNTY 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
COG500177 UNITED COMPANIES OF MESA COUNTY 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
COG500216 UNITED COMPANIES OFMESA COUNTY 4118 0.210 3.61 1-SE
COG500218 UNITED COMPANIES OFMESA COUNTY 2739 0,175 2,00 k5E

D-?



#_s._urrs
_ORADO _ BASIN rdU3NrTY CONTROL FORUM

DECEMBER 31, 1994
i

NIZOESir REACH NAME CONCENTRATION FLOW RATE SALT LOAD EXPLANATION
MG/L MGD TONS/DAY CODE

' i'

COGS00142 300 UNITED SAND & GRAVEL 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
C00024431 100 UPPER EAGLE VALLEY -.AVO N 377 2.050 3.23 M

C00037311 100 UPPEREAGLE VALLEY TSQUAW CR.EEK 554 0.680 1.5'7 M
C00021369 100 UPPEREAGLE VALLEY - V_OJL 327 1.610 2.20 M
C00041742 UPPERVALLEYSANITATIONINC. 403 0.015 0.03 M
C00037508 310 USBOR - BLUE MESA SPILLWAY 0 0.000 0.00 1-1'
C00027511 300 USBOR- COLt.BRANJOB CORPS 0 0.000 0.00 M-I'
C00021725 100 USBOR- GREENMTN GOVERNMENT CAMP 0 0.000 0.00 M-I'
C00021741 100 USBOR- GREENMTN POWER PLANT 0 0.000 0.00 M-I'
C00034398 II01 USDt-NpS-_A VERDE N/(T'L PARK 0 0.073 0.00 M-6 °
coooooo86 220 us_'ws-_OTCH_<LqSNm ' _1.419 0.00 _-3-
C00000205 WATER CONSERVATION

· ,

300 UTE DL_'R.i_ o o.ooo 0.00 1-2
COG500010 190 VALCO INC. - GUNNISON CONCRETE .10 1.000 0.00 I
COG500134 V/U.CO INC. - VADER PiT 0 0.000 0.00 t-2
C00042480 VIACOM INTERNATIoNAL:INC. ' .4751 0.410 8.13 I
C00032841 220 VOLUNTEERSOF A:i_IERIC_CARIEFA_:. S32 0.017 0.04 M
C00042617 VOLUNTEERSOF-AMERICA CA'RE'FACIr..TrY _ 532 0.011 0.02 M
coooz72o6 22o WALKER_USy_NmGCO.1NC. 2B0 0.007 0.01
COG850029 WEAVER ROBERT :: 0 0.000 O.00 1-6
COG58_008 100 WEST GLJENWOOD_q_ING$ SAN DISTRICT 356 O.149 0.22 M
C00030449 ' WEST MoNTROSE S ''A'NrrA_ '_:DISTRJCT 833 0.230 0.80 M
C00000213 310 WESTERN ._ - NEW"HORiZON MINE 2369 1.180 11.67 I
C00038024 510 WESTERNFUELS UTAH INC.-DESERADO 0 0.196 0.00 I
COG500093 220 WESTERNGRAVEL INC. (SCHNEIDER) 0 0.000 0.00 I-2

COG500088 WESTERNMOBILE NORTHERN_.EAGLE CHAMB '0 0;000 0.00 I-2
COG5OOO48 WESTERNMOBILE NORTHERN-ELJEBIEL O O.000 0.00 1-2
COG500001 WESTERNMOBILE NORTHERN-RUNN RANCH 0 0.000 0.00 i-2
C0G500175 WESTERNMOBILE NORTHERN-S STEAMBOAT 207 0.075 0.O6 I
COGS00267 WESTERNMOBILE NORTHERN-SI_ PIT 362 0.199 0.32 I
C0G500120 500 WESTERNMOBILE NORTHERN-$TEA_AT 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
CO0031062 500 WHrTEMAN SCHOOL 151 0.008 0.01 M
COG500123 220 WHITEWATER BI.DG - ADAMS PIT 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
COGSO0122 220 WHITEWATER BLDG - VANWAGNER PIT 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
COG$00127 220 WHITEWATER BLDG - WHITEWATER _ 1080 0.029 ' 0.13 !
COGS00062 WILLIAMS FORK COMPANY 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
C0(X)20051 100 WINTER PARK WATER & SANITATION 1S3 0.142 O.Og M
C00030636 500 YAMPA TOWN OF 360 0.045 0.07 M

NM0027995 801 ARCO MATERI_ INC. 0_00 0.00 1-1
HMO000019 801 ARIZONA I:qJ!!UCSERVICE CO. - FOUR CORNER 847 9.070 32.06 I-5B
HMO020168 801 AZTEC WASTE WATER TREATNENT PLANT 580 0.620 1.SO M-6
HMO028142 801 BLOOMFIELD SCHOOLSWWTP 0.002 0.00 1-7
NM0020770 801 BLOOMFIELD WWTP 582 0.609 1.48 M--6
NM0029638 900 CARBON COAL (CARBON tlr2 MINE) 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
NM0029251 801 CARBON COAL INENTMORE MINE) 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
NM0029319 801 CENTRAL CONS. SCHOOL DESTr22 638 0.027 0.07 I-6
NNI0028._!_I. 801 CONSOUDATION COAL CO. 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
NMO000043 801 FARMINGTON ANIMAS POWER PLANT 7.000 0.00 t-4
NM0000051 801 FARMINGTON DRINKING WATER PLANT 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
NM00295'72 801 FARMINGTON MUNICIPAL OPERATIONS CENTER 0 O_DO0 0.00 I-SE
NM0028268 801 FARMINGTON SAND AND GRAVEL 0.042 0.00 I-4
NM0020583 801 FARMINGTON WWTP 804 4.640 15.5'7 M-6
NMOO2or/2 900 GALLUP WWTP 1087 2.540 11.52 M-6
NM0029025 801 HARPERVALLEY SUBD. 0.0087 0.00 I-4
NIVlO027774 900 INDIAN HILLS MI.IP 0.00 t-7
NM0020630 900 NTUA CROWNPOINT WWTP NIA 0.000 0.00 M*
NM0020613 900 NTUA NAVAJO WWTP N/A 0.000 0.00 M-1 °
NM0020621 801 NTUA SHIPROCKWWTP NIA 0.000 0.00 M-1 °
NMO02060S 801 NTUA TOHATCHI _ NIA 0.000 0.00 M-1 °
NM0029408 900 PONDEROSAPRODUCTS, INC. NIA 0.000 0.00 1-2°
NM0028006 801 PUBLICSERVICECO OF NM - SAN JUAN 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
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NM0020524 900 QUIVIRA MINING COMPANY - CHURCH ROCK 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
NM0023396 900 RAMAH _ 0 0.OO0 -O,00 t_/k7
NM0029505 801 SAN JUAN COAL.C -OMPAMY , :O O.0OO 0.O0 1-2
NM10028746 _01 SAN JUAN COAL COMPANY (SAN JUAN MINE) O O.000 0.00 I-2
NMO000027 801 SAN JUAN CONCRETECOMPANY 0 0.0OO 0.O0 1-3
NM0028550 900 UNITED NUCLEAR CORPORATIONCHURCH ROCK 0 0.000 0.O0 1-2
NM0020401 900 UNITED NUCLEARCORPORATIONNECHURCH ROCK 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
NMO020869 801 _JSDIBIA, CRYSTAL,BOARDING SCHOOL NIA 0.OO0 0.O0 M'
NMO026751 801 USI_BIA, JiC_RILLA WWTP _/A O.000 O.00 tV, 1 ·
NM0021016 801 USDIBIA, LAKE VA!._=Y BOARDINGscHOOL N/A O.000 OX)0 M-2'
NMOO20800 801 .USDIBIA, K,'ENAHNEZADBOARDINGSCHOOL 'NIA O.OO0 O.00 'M*-6'
NM0020991 BO1 USDIBIA, PU_LO PINTADO BOARDING SCHOOL N/A O.OOO O.oo N1.1 '
NM0020982 * 801 USDIBIA, ST_NDIN G ROCKBOARDING SCHOOL _N/A 0.O00 '0.00 M-2'
NM0020958 '900 USDIBIA.*WINGATE BOARDING SCHOOL N/A 0,000 0.00 M-2'
NMO028193 801 UTAH INTERNATIONAL1NC.: NAVA30 MINE _ 0 0.O00 0.O0 1-2*
NM0029432 :801 YAMPA MINING CO. _DE-NA_ZINIf/liNE) O 0,000 0.00 1.2
NM0029475 801 YAMPA MINING CO. _GATEWAY MINE) 0 0.000 0.00 ;-2

.. .

NV0022055 910 CAL;NEV PIPELINE 810 0.000 0.00 1.2
NVO021261 910 CLARK COUNTY SD AWT 1294 61.90 334.25 _M-SA
NV0021563 920 CLARK COUNTY LAUGHUN 1200 0.52 2.60 lVl-7
NV0022161 910 CLARK CO. $.D. {dewetering) 2000 2.000 16.69 t-5E
NV0022331 910 FTTZGERAL_PROPERTY 2300 0.000 0.00 1-2
NV0022098 910 HENDERSON,CITY OF 1238 1.11 5.73 M-5A
NV0022446 910 JOE'S AUTO SERVICE 2800 0.029 0.34 t-2
NVO000078 910 KERR- MCGEECHEMICAL 652 O.O10 0.03 I
NVOO20133 910 LAS VEGAS, CITY OF 1096 43.10 197.12 M
NVO021750 910 LAS VEGAS HILTON 3000 0.120 1.50 FSE
NV0022535 910 LAS VEGAS-FORMERMINAM! TOWERS 2900 0.072 0.87 I-2
NVO022250 910 MONTGOMERYWARD 4610 0.200 3.85 i-SE
NV0020192 910 NV DIVISION OF WILDUFE 669 3.730 10.41 t-SD
NVO0209 23 910 PIONEERCHLOR-ALKAU 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
NVO021636 910 SHELL OIL CO. 3850 0.009 0.14 1-1
NVO021792 910 SOUTHLAND 7-11 3220 0.030 0.40 i-SE
NVO021679 910 SUNRISE COUNTRY CLU8 5200 0.25 5.42 1.5E
NVO021717 910 TERRIBLEHERBST 3630 0.015 0.23 t-1
NVOO22276 910 TEXACO REFINING 3380 0.043 0.61 1.5E
NVOOOOO60 910 TITANIUM METALS 657 3.900 10.69 I
NVOO22152 91o TRITON ENERGY 4120 0.022 0.38 I-SE
NV0022543 910 USA PETROLEUM 3140 0.O12 o.16 I-SE
NVO021857 910 USNPS-BOULDERBEACH 1000 0.014 0.06 i
NVO021865 910 USNPS-CALVILLE BAY 1000 0.004 0.02 I
NV0021881 910 USNPS-ECHOBAY 1000 0.004 0.02 I
NV0021881 910 USNPS-LAS VEGAS BAY 1000 0.004 0.02 I
NVO021890 910 USNPS-OVERTON 1000 0.004 0.02 I
NV0022195 910 VALLEY HOSPITAL 4230 0.003 0.05 1-5E

UT0021091 610 ALTAMONT, CITY OF 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UTG040012 600 AMAX COAL COMPANY 0 0.OOO O.00 I
UTO000167 510 AMERICAN GILSONITE CO 1700 0.200 1.42 I-SE
UT0024112 600 AMOCO MINERAls CO - SUNNYSIDE TRIAL 0 O.O00 O.00 1-1
UTG040017 700 ANDALEX - IRON SPRING 0 0.000 O.O0 i-2
UTG040008 600 ANDALEX - PINNACLE COAL MINE 1139 0.073 O.3S 1-SE
UTGO40018 700 ANDALEX- SMOKY HOLLOW 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
UTGO40007 600 ANDALEX WILDCAT LOADOUT 0 0.000 0,00 I-2
UT0024180 610 ASAMERA OIL - HANSEN _1 0 0.0OO O.00 1-1
UT0024511 411 ASHLEY VALLEY SEWERBOARD 0 0.410 O.00 M-4A
UTG640003 411 ASHLEY VALLEY WATER & SEWERIDWTP 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UTOO23906 710 ATLAS MINERAls SNOW PROBEMINE 0 O.0OO O.00 1-1
UTGO4OO02 710 BHP - KNIGHT COAL MINE 0 O.OOO O.00 I-1
UT0024139 300 BIG HORN OIL, INC. 0 0.OOO O.00 1-1

D-9



NPDE$ Iq;RMITS
OOi.QRADO _ BA61N _M,.INITY CONTROL FORUM

DECEMBER 31, 1994
. . . i ·

NPDES ;r REACH NAME CONCENTRATION FLOW RATE SALT LOAD EX3N.ANATION
MG/L MGD TONS/DAY CODE

mi , ,i

UTO023086 600 BLACKHAWK COAL 0 0.OOO 0.00 1-1
UTG640019 -802 BLANDING CUUNARY WATER TREATMENT 0 0.000 0.OO M-2
UT0023647 600 BLAZON NO I MINE ' " 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
UT0020451 510 BONANZA, CITY OF 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UT0023761 600 C & W MINE ;i' I 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
UT0023663 710 CASTLE VALLEY SPECIAL SERVICE-CASTLEDALE 1200 0.140 0.70 M
UT0022489 700 CHAPPELL'S CHEESECOMPANY 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UTG790004 64D0 CHEVRON STATION- GREEN'RIVER 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
uToo2.24__ Soo CLEARC_K UT..m_..,c, o o.ooo o.oo _
UTG040006 710 CO-OP M_IING COMPANY 360 0.222 0.33 !
UT0023540 6OO COASTAI_STATES ENERGY CO-UTAH 1000 0,860 3.59 1-SS
UTG070036 _X) COCKRELL OIL ' O- 0.000 0.00 t-1
UT0022616 700 CONSOUDATED cOAL cO'uNDERGRoUND :2800 0.640 7.48 1-SE
UT0022624 700 CONS_ATED COAL CO.. - _URFACE MINE ' 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
UT0024040 700 CONSOUDATED COAL-'_,MERy PLANT O 0.000 0.00 I-1
u'rGo40o16 soo CYMESm.x_WK : o o.ooo o.oo _
UT0023736 600 CYPRUS PLATF_IJ MINING COMPANY 0 0.000 0.00 t-2
UT0000124 · 411 DENVER ANII_iCAN PETR_M 1400 1.300 7.59 t-SE
UT002009S ,610 DUCHESNEcITY CORP 0 0.000 0.00 '.M-1
UTG 6400:14 411 OUTC4-1jGHN 0 0.000' 0.00 M-1
UTG640012 ' 600 E CARBON CITY - SURNYSIDE cw'rP o o.ooo o.oo M-1
UT0023922 3oo ENERGY FUEL:.RIM MINE .... O O.OO0 O.oo I-2
UTO00003S 411 EQUITY OIL CO 1200 1.SOO 7.51 i-SE
UTO0200S2 710 FERRON,CITY OF 1SSO 0.130 0.84 M
UT0023876 600 REST WESTERN COAL CO- ALETHA #1 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
UTG040010 600 GENWAL - (WFU_INGTON) 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
UT0024368 710 GENWAL RESOURCES,INC-CRANDALL 600 0.000 0.00 i-2
UT0000787 600 GREENRIVER, CITY OF 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UT0020958 600 GREEN RIVER, CITY OF 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UT0022748 600 HIAWATHA 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UTO021792 411 HOLLANOSWORTH & TIRAVIS 14,50 0.1 SO 0.91 I-SE
UT0021296 710 HUNTINGTON, CITY OF 3400 0.070 0.99 M
UT0024015 411 INTERMOUNTAIN CONCRETE 0 0.000 0.00 I
UT0024829 900 INTERSTATE ROCKPRODUCT 0 0.O00 0.00 t-1
UTGO40013 600 IPA--4.1ORSECANYON 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
UT0020401 900 KANAB CITY CORP 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UTG070037 KERN RIVER GAS PIPEUNE 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UTG130013 700 LONESOME CEDARTROUT FARM 0 0.000 0.130 1-1
UT0020443 411 MANILA,TOWNOF 0 0.000 0.O0 M-1
UT002_96 300 MINERALS EVALUATION & INVEST 0 0.000 0.o0 1-1
UT0024945 802 NIK- FERG_ (MEXICAN HAT UMTlUU 0 0.000 0.00 !-2'
UT0024694 6OO MI( - FERGUSONCO (GREENRIVER UMTRA) 0 0.000 0.00 F1
UTO020419 300 MOAB, CITY OF 530 1.OOO 2.21 M
UTG079001 300 MOAB INTERIMREMEDIAL 0 0.000 0.00 !-1
UTO023108 300 MOAB READY-MIX CO 0 0.000 0.00 !- 1
UTG(NiO007 300 MOAB SALT WTP 0 0.000 0.00 t-1
UT0024503802 MONTICELLO 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
UTG640015 802 MONTICELLOCrT'Y(CUUNARYWATERTREATMENT) 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UTGO40005 600 MOUNTAIN COAL CO. C..VSI_IR O 0.000 0.00 i-2
UTG040014 600 MOUNTAIN COAL CO. - GORDON 3 & 6 0 0.000 0.00 1-2

710 MOUNTAIN COAL CO. - GORDON CREEK 435 0.007 0.01 I
UTG04001S 710 MOUNTAIN COAL CO. - HUNTINGTON 0 0.000 0.00 !-2
UTG070025 MOUNTAIN FUELPIPELINE 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
UT0020133 802 MOUNTAIN STATES PETROLEUM 1000 0.030 0.13 I'
UTG640008 MYTON CITY w"rP 0 0.000 0.00 M.-1
UT0023001 610 NEOLA TOWN WATER & SEWER ASSOC. 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
ur1'0024287 61o NORTH FORKSIPHON - SUCCESSFUL BIDDER o o.000 o.0o 1-I

600 PACIFIC CORP (CARBON) 2400 0.300 3.00 I-SB
UT0023426 710 PAClRC CORP {HUNTER} 0 0.0OO 0.OO 1-1
UT0023604 710 PACIRCORP (DEERCREEK) 3017 0.031 0.39 I
UT0023591 710 PACIFICORP(DES BEEDOVE MINE) 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
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UTG040009 710 PACIF1CORP(HUNTERCOAL PREP) 0 0.000 0.00 i-2

UTG040003 710 PACIRCORP - (TR-AJLMOUNTAIN) ::_ 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
UT0022896 710 PACIFICORP(wILBERG MINE): , 600 1.000 2.50 1-5E
UT0024163 510 PARAHO-UTE OIL SHALE FACILITY 0 0.000 0.00 i- 1
UT0022527 610 PENNZOIL 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
UTG070036 600 PG&E RESOURCES 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
UT0024341 600 PLEASANT VALLEY COAL - KINNEY Pr2 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UT0024585 600 PRICECITY WTP 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
UT0021814 600 PRICERIVER WAr:ER IMP DIST 2000 2.100 17.53 M-SA
UT0024635 600 PRICERIVER WTP" .: 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
UT0024295 710 fill.DA CANYON MINE - 1NEST APPA 0 0.000 0.00 l- 1
UTO000311 t02 RIO ALGOMCORP - LISBON MINE 0 0.000 0.00 !-1
UTG130016 700 ROAD CREEKTROUT 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
UTO000230 411 S.F. PHOSPHATES/:TO 0 0.000 0.00 !-1
UT0024228 S10 SEEPRIDGESHALE OIL COMPANY 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UT0023680 600 SOLDIERCREEKCOAL'CO 1000 0.850 3.55 1-SE
UT0023701 710 SOLDIERCREEKCOALI_O HIDDEN VALLEY 0 0.000 0.00 '1-1
UTG04001 '1 ' 600 SOLDIERCREEKCOAL'_COMPANY - " 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
UT0022918 700 SOLrT:HERNUTAH FUF,I? 650 1.160 3.15 !-SE
UT0021776 905 ST GEORGE, C'ITYOF .- 1270 5.600 29;68 M
UT0024031 600 SUNCO ENER(;Y DEVEL' "oPMENTCO' 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
UT0022942 600 5UNNYSIDE COAL .CO 0 0.000 0.00 t-2
UT0024759 600 SUNNYSIDE COGENERATIONASSeClATES 586 0.000 0.00 1-2
UT0000761 300 TEXASGULF, INCORPORATED,MOAB POTASH OPERAT 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
UT0024104 510 TOSCO DEVELOPMENTCORP- SAND WASH PROJECT '0 0.000 0.00 t-1
UTG640002 610 TRIDELL- LAPOINT WATER (IDWTP) 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
UT0023370 900 TROPIC TOWN 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UT0024171 411 TXO PROD CORP - ASPHALT CREEKFED I 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UT0023841 610 TYGER CONSTRUCTION CO, INC-UPPERSTILLWATER 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UT0023931 600 UCO, INC - SCOFIELDMINE 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UTO023990 600 UCO, INCORPORATED 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UT0021768 411 UNITED UTILITIES 0 0.000 0.00 i-2
UT0023787 411 UNDERGROUNDCONSTRUCT CO-TY7,ACK PUMPING 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UT0023094 600 UNITED STATES FUELCO 1300 1.000 5.42 t-SE
UT0023914 300 US ENERGYVELVET MINE 730 0.000 0.00 1-2
UTG640OO6 ?O0 US NATIONAL PARK {CAPITOLREEFw"rP) o o.ooo o.oo M-1
UTG640OO4 700 US NATIONAL PARK (GLEN CANYON WTP) 0 0.000 0.00 IV_l
UTO021121 411 USBOR- DUTCH JOHN COMMUNITY O 0.000 0.00 I-1
UTOO20338 411 USBOR- FLAMING GORGE DAM 800 0.0OO 0.00 M
UT0024252 610 USBOR- SOLDIERCREEKDAM 0 0.0OO 0.00 1-1
UT0023035 610 USBOR- STILLWATER O 0.000 0.00 i-1
UTO024023 610 USBOR UPPER$TILLWATER DAM/TUN 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UTG130001 411 USFWS - JONES HOLE NIH 174 13.000 9.44 I-SD
UTG130003 700 UTAH DIV OFWILDUFE - J PERRYEAGON 137 12.800 7_2 1-5D
UTG130007 700 UTAH DIV OFWILDLIFE - LOA 168 8.900 6.24 1-5D
UTG130012 610 UTAH OiV OFWILDLIFE - WHITEROCK 275 4.500 5.16 I-SD
UTO025OO3 411 V & W OIL CO 0 O.OOO 0.OO I-2
UT0022985 600 VALLJEYCAMP OF UTAH INC SO0 0.180 0.38 I-SE
UTG640005 SOS VIRGINWTP 0 0.000 0.00 M-1
UT0023515 710 WESTERN STATES MINERALS CORP 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
UT0024121 610 WHITE RIVERDAM - SUCCESSFUL BIDDER 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UT0024261 510 WHITE RIVERSHALE OIL CORP 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
UT0023868 510 ZlEGLERCHEMICAL 1500 0.200 1.25 I-SE

WYO026671 401 AMERICAN FAMILY INN 616 0.010 0.03 M
WY0033448 411 AMOCO SKULL POINT 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
WY0023523 500 ANDOVER RESOURCECO 50 0.500 0.10 I
WY0022128 401 B & R INC 704 0.050 0.15 M
WY0022888 500 BAGGS, TOWN OF 750 0.080 0.25 M
WY0035173 500 BENSON-MONTIN-GREER 2900 0.001 0.01 I
WY0035181 500 BENSON-MONTIN_REER 1400 0.020 0.12 I
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WY0020133 500 BIG PINEY,TOWN OF 724 0.500 1.51 M

WY0030261 401 BLACK BUTTE COAL COMPANY . 0 0.000 0.00 ,I-2
WY0028886 401 BLACK BUTTE COAL 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
WY0030350 401 'BRIDGERCOAL CoMpANy 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
WY'O03S153 411 BURNS BROTHERSINC 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
WYO03S114 401 CELSIUS ENERGY 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
WY003S882 401 CELSIUSENERGY 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
WY0035891 401 CELSIUS ENERGY 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
WY0035904 401 CELSIUS ENERGY 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
WYO03S912 401 CEI,iSIUSENERGY 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
WY0035921 401 CELSIUS ENERGY :_' 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
WY0035939 401 CELSIU_ ENERGY 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
W'YO035947 401 CELSIUSENERGY 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
WY0036099 401 CELSIUS ENERGY 0 0.000 0.00 I-2

WY0036129 401 CELSIUSENERGY ·0 0.000 0.O0 1.2
WY0036137 401 CELSIUS ENERGY . 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
WY0036145 401 CELSIUS'ENERGY' ' . 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
WY0032697 411 CHEVRON - CARTER CREE_GAS PLANT 0 0.000 0.00 1.2

WY0023132 . --:411 CHURCH:& DWIGHT CO INC ' -. 1500 0.006 '0.04 I
WY0032727 -401 COLO tNTERSTA_ GAS C° - -TAI_ 1240 O.021 0.11 M
WYOO23r124 401 DANIEL'S MOBILE ROME PARK 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
WY0021938 500 DIXON, ToWNOF 750 0.010 0.03 M
WY0036021 500 DIXON, TOWN OF WTP 0 O.O00 O.O0 1.2
WY0032701 401 EXXON CORP- LABARGE PRO,/ 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
WY0032689 401 EXXON CORP- LABARGE PROJ 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
WY00324S0 401 EXXON 0 0.000 0.00 12
WY0027626 401 FMC WYOMING CORPORATION 0 0.000 0.00 i-2
WY0031763 401 FMC 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
WY0022071 411 FORT BRIDGER ,588 0.250 0.61 M
WY0022373 411 GRANGER, TOWN OF 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
WY0020443 401 GREENRIVER, CITY OF 870 0.500 1.82 M
WYOOOIX)27 401 GREEN RIVERJROCKSPRINGSJOINT POWERSB,D 0 0.000 0.00 1-2
WYO034771 SO0 HILLS EXPLORATION 2000 0.110 0.92 I
WYO000116 411 KEMMERER,DIAMONDVILLEJPB 388 0.035 0.06 I
WY0020320 411 KEMMERER, DIAMONDVI! I; JPB 720 1.000 3.00 M
WY0022080 411 LA BARGE, TOWN OF 976 0.080 0.33 M
WY0020117 411 LYMAN,TOWNOF 686 0.320 0.92 M
WY0021997 401 MARBLETON 700 0.150 0.44 M
WYOf130392 500 MERIDIAN OIL COMPANY 0 0.000 0.00 i-1
WY00221_6 411 MOUNTAIN VIEW 546 0.1 50 0.34 M
WY003S858 401 NATURAL GAS PROCESSINGCO 0 0.000 0.00 I-1
WY00273S9 500 NATURAL GAS PROCESSINGCOMPANY 0 0.000 0.00 1-1
WY0029125 401 WY & WV INC. 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
WY0026_1,1 411 OPAL, TOWN OF 0 0.000 0.00 M- 1
WYO020311 411 PACIRCOIRP 820 5.730 19.61 i--SB
WY0020656 401 PINEDALE, TOWN OF 100 1.000 0.42 M
_1 411 PrT'rSBURGH AND MIDWAY COAL MINE 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
WY0024S46 SO0 RESERVEOPERATION CORPORATION 3500 0.002 0.03 I
WY0022357 401 ROCK SPRINGS,CrT'Y OF 760 2.000 6.34 M
WY0033111 411 SF PIPEUNECO 832 0.014 O.OS I
W'YO021806 401 SUPERIOR 0 0.000 0.00 M-2
WYO000043 401 UNION PACIFIC RR - GREENRIVER 0 0.000 0.00 I-2
WY0035025 500 VESSELS OIL & GAS C0 0 0.000 0.00 1.2
W'YOOOO(NI6 401 WYO. FISH AND GAME- DANIEL 300 3.000 3.76 I-SD
WYO000094 401 WYO. FISH AND GAME - BOULDER 300 2.000 2.50 1.5D
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S. 523
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 nil: d  r tzs  l.m ria
AT THE FIRST SESSION

l_e_ _ad held a: _ Cit7 ef W_ _m _'_J_Lay.
fhe fo_ day of./a,mu4JT._ Jr,&oa,,fm,l_ _ lus,md,n_ 4u&d'_t_

To amma _ _ _mq_rS,m saam_ C_m_ _ to m:bri_ _kb:ioml
m _ _ cut _-; m.-d _s_mi._ mpmmmm_ lmp_ud _ in ·

SECTION :. AM_,'D_'_ TO Tl_ i_OLDIULDO_ _ .SAL_lTT

The C_lomdo River Buin Salinity C°a_t _ (_ U.S,C. _svz
et seq.) is aunende_ -

CA)La_be£urst S_u_--:
ti) by *__:be IOuomii_ salinity eonv=-o!.,_Ls'

and 'm._.Li_ 't!_ folknri_ _1i3_r cooLroi Units and

(ii) by suiki_ the period and insenin_ a c_m;
and
CB)by addin_ at the end.the fdlowin_ new paraO_pli:

"(6) A basin_e salinity' muuvl pro_'a_ tJsat the Sec-
reutry, acting t_ the Buruu oflim:ta_ _ imple-
me.ut. The Secreutry may carry out tlae purposes of this para-
graph directly, or ,,,.mymake _ eo.,,,.,,_t,..,._t,:for ,.-_'_t.s,.
or advuces of funds to mm.Federal eagties u_} er such
smd conditions Ls the _ ',_,y requizT. Such prucr'dm
shall consist of a:,G-e_ecii'u memmzu and _ works

sources, LadusLrial sourues, emmon of public and pnvule land.
or other sources that the .Se_mm_ omiide_ s_
Prolrrltm shah provide for tJze 'zmg_tzioncd' 'm6de_ ,-,z fish amd
wildlife _alues that are lost sd · nmdt of the measur_ and
usod_t_cl works. The Sec_la_ shall submit · planning zt.port
concerning the profT'im estiMished ruder Lids pei'q_ph to
the appropriate _mi_ of _ _ _ zn3y
not ezpend funds for amy implmnental_n measure_ under the

ofn 30.day period _on IJxe dameou which the Sec_e_
submiLs such report.';

(2) in section 205(a)--
LA) La _ph CDby ._.__ '"auLborized by secLiou

202(a) (4) aud ($I' --',,dLasergu_ muLbod,zed by _b.s
(4) throu_ (6) of sectiou 202{aY";and

(B) in par'q'ruph (4Xi}. by st_'_,,* 'secsions 202{aX4)
and (5)' escb place it appea_ amd insenin_ "pm-4r'dpb. s
(4) Lhmu_ (6) of'section 2O2';

I I I I I I I I I I I
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(3) in section, 208. by addh_ at the end the following
new subsection:
'_c) In addition to the amounts authorized to be a_pmpriated

under subsection Cb). t_r_ _tre authorized to be appropriated
$_,5.000.000 for suh_on TO_a). inctu'dinl[ mnstrucgn_ the works
described in Inrt, lp_ph 202CaXG)ant!. _ out the 'meaSures

Secr_ta_ may implement'the'._ G_ler _ph _2(ax6}
only to the ez_n't smd'in such_mo,un'.s az ILr_provided in advinee
tn apm_mtiem m_._nnd. '" : ' ..

(4) tn subseetion_CbX4) _ 'urn'ts a_hortzed to'be
_-J_m_ to-T.n_a_ tt). _). _). (4). _tnd t_)'

and inset in _eu l_mm_'_nit_ ma_lm'ria_l to be eanstm_,d
or the _ ll_a_s_mant_ _i_s'(l). -(2).(3). (4). (S).
and (6_.

q_,-_ v_ __-._. __,__ I[,___t_ v _,_.__ _

.............

APPROVED
JUL2 _ 1995
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PUBLIC LAW 104-20--JULY 28, 1995 109 STAT. 255

Public Law 104-20
104th Congress

An Act

To amead the Colorado River Basin _!inity Control Act to authorize additional July 28, 1995

measures to carry out the control df sMinity upstream of Imperial :'Dam in a {S. 523]
cost-effective mAnn,,r, alld for other ptlrposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United $ta_s OfAmerica i_zCo_'ss' assembled, .-"
s_c'noN L '_'a_ _ Co_aa_o'-anma msm s_,_ml_ -

CON'I_OL ACT .....

The Colorado River B_in Salinity Control Act (43 U.S.C. 1571
et seq.) is.amended-

(l) in section 202(a) 43usc ls92.
(A) in the first senten_

(i) by striking 'the following salinity control units"
and inserting "the following SR1inity control units and
salinity control program"; and

(ii) by striking the period and inserting a colon;
and
(B) by adding at the end the following new paragraph:

"(6) A basinwide Ssllnity control program that the Sec-
retary, acting through the Bureau of Reclamation, s_ imple-
ment. The Secretary may carry out the purposes of this para-
graph directly, or may make grants, commi__ents for grants,
or advances oz funds to non-Federal entities under such terms
and.conditions_as theSecretary may requh_. Such program
shall consist of cost-effective measures and associated works

tO reduce salinity from saline sprinp, leRidn_ wells, irriKation
sources, industrial sources, erosion of public And private land,
or other sources that the Secretary considers appropriate. Such
pro6ram shall provide for the miti_tio n of incidental fish and
wildlife values that are lost as a result of the measures and
associated works. The Secretary shall submit a planning report Repons.
concerning the progrsm estab 'hshed traderthisparagraph to
the appropriate committees of Congress. The Secretary may
not expend funds for any implementation measure under the
program established under this paragraph befo.re the expiration
of a 30-day period b_nnln_ On the date on which the Secretary
submits such report.";

(2) in section 205(a1--- ia usc 1595.
(1) by(A) in para.apb striking 'authorized by section

202(a) (4) and (5_' and'inserting 'authorized by paragraphs
(4) through (6) of section 202(a)'; and '

(B) in paragraph (4Xi), by striking 'sections 202(aX4)
and (5)" each place it appears and inserting _paragraphs
(4) through (6) of section 202";
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43 USC 1598. (3) in section 208, by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

Appropriation '(C) In addition to the amounts authorized, to be appropriated
authonzauon, under subsection (b), there are authorized to be appropriated

$75,000,000 for subsection 202(a), including constructing the works
described in paragraph .202(aX6) and carrying out the measures
described in such paragraph. Notwithstanding sutmection Cb), she
Secretary may implement the program under paragraph 202(aX6)
only to the extent and in such amounts as are provided in advance
in appropriations Acts."; and

43 usc 1592. (4) in subsection 202COX4) delete _tnits authorized to be
constructed pursuant to 'para_aphs (1), {2), '(3), {4),'and (5)'
_nd insert in tieu thereof :_uff_xtsauthorized t0t_ conStrUcted
or the program pursuant to paragraphs /t), (2), t8),-(4), (5),
and (6)'.

Approved July 28, 1995.

LEGISLA TIVE _RY--6. 523:
, c

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 104--132'(Co_. on Resources).
SENATE REPORTS: No. 104-24 (Comm. on Energy and Resources).
CONGRF,_IONAL RF,CORD, Vol. 141 (1995):

Apr. 27, mnsidered andpassedSenate.
July 11, considered and passed House.

O
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_CHAPTER A: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES
PROGRAM

SEC. 334. _NMEIg'rdJ_ QUALITY INC_ PROG ,_RAI_

Subtitle D of title XII of._e Food Security Act _f i985 (16
U_.C. 3830 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the following:

'SEC. 1240.PURPOSES. 16USC3839aa.

'I'he purposes of the environmental quality incentives program
established by this chapter are to--

"(1) combine into a single program the fun 'ctions or--
"(A) the agricultural conserva'Lion program ah thorized

by sections 7 and 8 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act (16 U,S.C. '590g and' _90h)(as in eiTect
before the amendments made by' section _36(aX1) of the
Federal Agriculture .improvement and Refo rm Act of 1'996);

'(B) the Great Plains conSe_a%ion'.Pro 'gram'eStablished
under section 16(b) 6f.,the Soil Conservation_and DOmestic -'
Allotment ActY16 U.S:C. $9.0P(b))i_:in effect before the ':
amendment made by section _36(bX1).o.f ihe Federal Agri-
culture Improvlment and Refo rm'Act'0f 1996);

'(C) the water qualify lnceh-_ves ' Program established
under chapuir 2 (as in _'bet'0re $he' amendment made
by section 336(h) of the Federal AgriCUlture Improvement
and ReformAct of 1996); and

'(D) the Colorado River Basin salinity control program
established under section 202(c) of the Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Act (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)1 (as in effect before
the amendment made by section 336(cX1) of the Federal
Agriculture Improvement and RefOrm Act of 1996); and
'(2) carry out the single program in a manner that maxi-

mizes environmental benefits per dollar expended, and that
provides--

'(A) flexible technical and financial assistance to farm-
ers and ranchers that face the most serious threats to
soil, water, and related natural resources, including grazing
lands, wetlands, and wildlife habitat;

'CB) assistance to farmers and ranchers in complying
with this title and Federal and State environmental laws,
and encourages environmental enhancement;

'(C) assistance to farmers and ranchers in making
beneficial, cost-effective changes to cropping systems, graz-
ing management, manure, nutrient, pest, or irrigation
management, land uses, or other measures needed to con-
serve and improve soil, water, and related natural
resources; and

'(D) for the consolidation and simplification of the con-
servation pi_,nning process to reduce administrative bur-
dens on producers.

1240A.DEFINTrlONS. 16USC
3859aa-1.

"In this chapter:.
"(1) ELIClBLE LAND.---The term 'elig_le land means agri-

cultural land (includ_iog cropland, rangehmd, .p:L_s.t.ure, .an.d other
land on which crops or livestock are produced), including agri-
cultural land that the Secretary determines poses a serious
threat to soil, water, or related resources by reason of the
soil types, terrain, climatic, soft, topographic, flood, or saline
characteristics, or other factors or natural hazards.

'(2) LA_ MANAO__ vaAo_cE.--The term 'land
management practice' means a site-specific nutrient or manure
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management, integrated pest management, irrigation manage -
ment, tillage or residue management, grazing management,
or other land management practice carried out on eligible land
that the Secretary determines is needed to protect, in the
most cost-effective nmnner, water, _il, or related resources
from degradation. ' · "

'(3) LIvEsTOCK.--The term 'livestoCk' means dairy cattle,
beef cattle, laying hens, broilers, turkeys, swine, sheep, and
such other animals as determined by the Secretary.

"(4) PRODUC£R.--The term 'producer' means a person who
is engaged in livestock or agricultural production fas de£med
by the Secretary).

'(5) STRUCTURAL PRACTICE._*rhe te'rtn 'structural practice'
me_ns-- '-- ..

`(A) the establishment on el_ible land ol_a site-specific
animal waste management facility, teri-ace, grassed water-
way, contour grass strip, fllterstrip, tailWat[er pit, perma- -
nent wildlife habitat, or =ther structural practice that'the
Secretary determines is needed _ p 'rotect, in ._he most
cost-effective manner, water, SOil, os; related resources from
de.clarion; :lind :

'CB) the capping of' abandoned wells on eligible land.

16 USC _EC 1240B. i_'__ AND /_IN_TIO'N OF 'ENVIR °N.

3sgs,,,,-2. _a_r_ Q'_ iN' 'Cl_l'iv_P 'm:mmuL
'(a) _.s'r,_us_._

'(1) IN O_AI_--During the 1996 through 2002 fiscal
years, the Secretary shall provide technical assistance, cost-
share payments, incentive payments, and education to produc-
ers, who' enter into contracts With the Secretary, through an
environmental quality incentives pro,ram in accordance with
this chapter.

'(2) EUOmL_ PRACnCES._
'(A) STRUCTURAL PRACTICF_.---A producer who imple-

ments a structural practice shall be eligible for any com-
bination of technical assistance, cost-share payments, and
education.

'(B) LAND MANAGF.m_r _C_--A producer who
Performs a land mana_.ment practice shall be eligible for
any combination of technical ass'._(_anoe, incentive pay-
ments, and education.

· '(b) APPM_ON AND TERM._A contract between a producer
and the Secretary under this chapter may---

_(1) apply to I or more structural practices or I or more
land management practices, or both; and

'(2) have a term of not less than 5, nor more th_n 10,
years, as determined appropriate by the Secretary, depending
on the practice or proc/ices that are the basis of the contract.
'(c) STRU_ _C_.--

'(1) OFFER _ON PROCESS.--The Secretary _h_,ll, to
the maximum extent practicable, establish a process for select-
ing applications for financial assistance if there are numerous
applications for 'asmstancefor structural practices that would

vide subs_y the same level of environmental benefits.
process shall be based Oh-

'(A) a rusonable estimate of the projected cost of
the proposals and other factors identified by the Secretary
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for determining which applications .will .result in the least
cost to the program author/zed by this chapter;_ancl. · --

'(B) the priorities established ,under this subtitle and
such other factors determined by the Secretary that maxi-
mize environmental benefits per dollar expended.
'(2) CONCURRENCE OF OWN£m--If the producer making

an offer to implement a structural practice is a tenant of
the land involved in agricultura! production, _°r the offer 'to
be acceptable, the produCer shall obtain the 'cOncurrenc e of
the owner of the landwith respect to the Offer. ".
'(d) LAND M,gNAGEI_ENTI_RAC'rlCES.m_e Secretary 's_h'a]lestab-

lish an application and ev_ua_ion process Tot awarding $eChnica!
assistance or-incentive paymenSs, or'both° to a producer in exchange
for the performance" of 1 or more land management pradtices'by
the producer.

'(e) CO_F-BHA_ 'PAYMENTS, INCE._i'IVE PAYMENTS, AND TECH-
NICAL_AlqCE.--

'(1)co_-s_ PkYMZNTs''' .-
'(A) IN GENERP_ '---'The'Federal 'share of cost-share pay-

merits to a producer pr0po_ing_t o' imp_emer/t 1. or,more
struCtural practi_,es shall' 'be 'not' more' :than .75-p_rcer/t "
of the projected'cost Of the practice, as determined by
the Secretary, taking into consideration 'any payment
received by the producer from a State or local government.

'(B) LIMrrATION.mA producer who owns or operates
a Large confined livestock operation {as defined by the
Secretary) shall not be eligible for cost-share payments
to construct an animal waste management facility.

'(C) OTHER PAYMEN'rs.---A producer shall not be
eligible for cost-share payments for structural practices
on eligible land under this chapter if the producer receives
cost-share payments or other benefits for the same land
under chapter I or 3.
'(2) INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.---The Secretary shall make

incentive payments in an amount and at a rate determined
by the Secretary to be n _ece_-____ryto encourage a producer to
perform 1 or more land management practices.

"(3) TECHNICALASSISTANCE.--
'(A) FUNDInG.--The Secretary shall allocate funding

under this chapter for the provision of technical assistance
according to the purpose and projected cost for which thc
technical assistance is provided for a fmaal year. The allo-
cared amount may vary aemrding to the type of expertise
required, quantity of time involved, and other factors as
determined appropriate by the Secretary. Funding shall
not exceed the projected cost to the Secretary of the tech-
nical a_istance provided for a fmcal year.

'(]3) OTHER AIFrtIORITIES.---The receipt of technical
assistance under this chapter shall not affect the eligibility
of the producer to receive technical assistance under other
authorities of law available to the Secretary.

· (C) ProrATE SOUY_'ES.---The Secretary shall ensure
that the processes of writing and developing proposals and
plans for contracts under this chapter, and of assisting
in the implementation of structural practices and land
management practices covered by the contracts, are open
to individuals in agribusiness, includ/ng agricultural
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producers, representatives from agri_ltural_ cooperatives,
agricultural input retail dealers, and ._od crop adv'_rs. ' _ -_-
The requirements of this r,ub_h shall also apply
to any other conservation p_ of the Department o!
Agriculture that provides incentive payments, technical
assistance, or cost-share payments.

"(f) MODIFICATION OR TERMINATION OF CONTRACTS.--
"(1) VOLUNTARY MODIFICATIONOR TERMINATION._The Sec-

retary may modify or terminate a contract enter/d into with
a producer under this chapter if--

"(A) the producer _ to the mo_lificati0n or termi-
nation; and

"(B) the Secreta.ry determines-that the modification
or termination is in the public interesL' "
'(2) l_wOLb_'r_d_¥ _mamA_ON.--_he Secretary may

terminate a contract under th'm chapter ii' theSed_etary'aeter-
mines that the producer _olatid the contr_c_ ' ....
"(g) NON,FEDERAl. "_T_E.-+-The _ 't__ lnay .r_..ueSt -'

the services Of a State water:qualit3 ageh' c%_ate l_sh and wildlife .
agency, State f_orestry a_.n .?, of any .o_ie.r,g_ve ._ental or p,ri_te ' . .
resource considered appropriate to I_SlSt tn pr?_v_dmg the:rec,.mca! '
assistance neeessary for _he development 'and implementation' of
a structural practice or land management practice.

16USC "SEC. 1240C. EVALiJATION OF OFFERS AND PAYMENTS.
_'_,-__'_9u,..3.

'In providing techni .cai assistance, cost-share p_ayments, and
incentive payments to p .r?ducers, the_tary shnl! accord a higher
priority ix) assistance and payments that--

'(1) are provided in conservation priority areas established
under section 1230(c);

"(2) maximize environmental benefits per dollar expended;
or

'(3) are provided in watersheds, regions, or conservation
priority areas in which State or local governments have pro-
vided, or will provide, £mancial or technical assistan ce to
producers for the same conservation or environmental purposes.

16 USC "SEC- I_AOD. DUTIES OF PRODU_
3839aa-4.

"To receive technical assistance, cost_h_re payments, or incen-
tive payments under this chapter, a producer __hs!l agree---

'(1) _o implement an environm2nt_ quality incentives pro-
gram plan that describes mnservation and .environmental goals
to be achieved through a structural practice or land
merit practice, or beth, that is approved by the Secretary;,

'(2) not to conduct any practices on the farm or ranch
that would tend to dd_t the purposes of this chapter,

'(3) on the violation of a term or condition of the contract
at any time the producer has control of the land, to refund
any cog-share _or incentive payment received with in t_est,
and forfeit any future payments under this ehnpter, as deter-
mined by the ,._3r_atl_, ,,.,

'(4) on the transfer _ me right and interest of the producer
in !nnd subject to the contract, unless the transfert_ of the
right and interest agrees with the Secretary to assume all
obligations of the contract, to refund all cost-share payments
and incentive payments received under this chapter, as deter-
mined by the Secretary,

E-8



PUBLIC LAW 104-127_APR. 4, 1996 110 STAT_ '1001

_(5) to supply information as required by the Secretary
to determine compliance with _he environmental quality incen-
tivesprogram plan andrequirements ofthe program; and .... '

(6) to comply with such additional provisions as the Sec-
retary determines are necessary to carry out the environmental
quality incentives program plan.

'SEC. 1240F. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INCENTIVES PROGRAM PLAN. 16USC..

'(a) IN GENERAL.--To be eligible to enter into a contract under Zs3_aa-5.
the environmental quality incen._ves pro'gram, an owner or producer
of a livestock or.agriCUlture! 'opepation must submit'to the Secretary . '
for approval a Plan'of operations'that incorporates such' Conservation
practices, and is basedon such princip-les, aS'the'Secretary conside rs "
necessary, to carry out the program, inClU_ling a 6escription oY

structural Practieesand land management p'm?'ces to be imple-
men ted_,and the objective_'_obe 'met by the:Plan simP]ementation.

(b) AVOIDANCE OF 'DUPLICATIDN.--_e'SeCre_Fy Shall, to 'the
maximum extent Practicable, 'e_h_dn'ate_'-ltuplica_on oF planning
activities under the environmental quzli_']ncehfives program' and '
comparable conse .rv_on: pro '-grams.

'SEC. 12AOF.DUTIES OF THE SEC/RETARY. ' 16usc
3839aa-6.

"To the extent appropriate, the Secretary shall assist a producer
in achieving the conservation and environmental goals of an
environmental quality incentives program plan byw

'(1) providing an eligibility assessment of the farming or -
ranching operation of the producer as a basis for developing
the plan;

"(2) providing technical assistance in developing and
implementing the plan;

'(3) providing technical assistance, cost-share payments,
or incentive payments for developing and implementing 1 or
more structural practices or 1 or more land management prac-
tices, as appropriate;

_(4) providing the producer with information, education,
and training to aid in implementati°n of the plan; and

'(5) encouraging the producer to obtain technical assist-
ance, cost-share payments, or grants from other Federal, State,
local, or private sources.

1240C._12IMITATION ON PAYMENTS, 16USC
3839aa-7.

_(a) IN GENERAI_The total _mount of cost-_h,re and incentive
payments paid to a producer under this chapter may not exceed--

'(1) $10,000 for any f'mcal year, or
_(2) $50,000 for any multiyear contmct_

'Co) EXCEPTION TO ANNUAL LIMIT.--The Secretary m_py exceed
the limitation on the annual amount of a payment under subsection
(aX1) on a case-by-ca_ basis if the Secretary determines that
a larger payment is--

_(1) essential to accomplish the Land management practice
or structural practice for which the payment is made; and

'(2) consistent with the maximization of environmental
benefits per dollar expended and the purposes of thi__ chapter
specified in section 1240.
'(C) TIMING OF EXPEIqDITURES.____ under a contract

entered into under this chapter during a fiscal year may not be
made by the Secre_ until the subsequent fL_:al year.

4
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16USC "SEC. 1240H. TFJd[PORARY ADMINISTRATION OF EN%rlRONI_iENTAL
3839az-8 QUALITY INCENTIVES PROGRAM.

_(a) INTERIM ADMI_qSTRATION._
"(i) IN GEI_ItAL.---D_ng the period i_ginning an'the date

of enactment of $his section and _-on th e _ermination
date provided under paragraph _2.), .w ensure that *technical
assistance, cost-share payments, and incentive payments con-
tinue to be administered in an orderly manner until such
time as assistance can be provided through final regulations
issued to implement the environmental quality incentives _pro-
gram established under this chapter, the Secretary shall con-
tinue to--

'(A) provide technical assistance:, 'cost-share PaYmen ._.,
and incentive payments unde r the terms 'an/t con_litions
of the agricultural eonse_rvati'on_ Program, t_e 13rea!' Plains
conservation program, 'the water quality' incentives pro-
gram, and the Colorado iRiver'Basin-salinity .control .pro- .;
gram, to the extent the':te ,emsand c0h'ditions of the'ProZram
are consist_,nt with the i_nvironmentaI quality incentives
program; -and " '. - ." '

'(B) use for thosepu_ ."
'(i) any funds r_maining a'vailable for .the'agriCul-

tural conservation Pm 'gram, the. G '?rearPlains co'n_erva- -
tion program':'_the .water quality incez/ti yes p r0gram,
and the Colorado River Basin salinity control program;
and

'(ii) az the Secretary determines to be necessary,
any funds authorized to be used-to carry out the
environmental quality incentives.program.

_(2) _ATION OF AU'rHOIUTY---'The authority of the
Secretary to carry out (1) shall terminate on the
date that is 180 days l_i?_ph date of enactment of this
section.

r._ect_ date. 'CO) P .gal_omwr ADMl_TION.tEffective beg/nnmg on the
termination date provided under subsection (aX2), the Secretary
shall provide technical assi_ce, cost-abate payments, and incen-
tive payments for structural practices and land management prac-
tices related to crop and livestock production in accordance with
/'ma] regulations /s._aed to carry out the environmental quality
incentives program.".
SEC. 335. CONSERVATION FARM OPTION.

Subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16
U.S.C. 3830 et seq.) (as amended by section 334) ks amended by
adding at the end the following:.

SEC, 31m REPFAI, OF _ED AUTH_

(a) AOmCULTUR_ CO_ATION PROGRAM.-
(1) ELmn_T_OH.---

(A) Section 8 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h) is amended--

(i) in subsection Co)---
(I) by striking paragraphs (1) through (4) and

in._rting the fonowin_.
'(1) E_nrlI_ONMI_rAL QrOAMYYm_ pltOORA,Xf.--The

Secretary shall provide _ assistance, cost-share pa_Y-
ments, and incentive paymen_ to operators through the
environmental quality incentives program in accordance with
chapter 4 of subtitle D of title XII of the Food Security Act
of 1985."; and

(II) by striking paragraphs (6) through (8);
and
(ii) by striking subsections (d), (e), and (f).
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(B) The first sentence of section 11 of the Soil Conserva-
tion and Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590k) is amend-

ed by striking '_p_orman._.ce.: Pr ovide_ further._ and all
that follows through or other law and inserting' perform-
ante'.

(C) Section 14 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590n) is amended-

(i) in the first sentence, by striking %r 8'; and
(ii) by striking the second sentence.

(D) Section 15 of the Soil Con§.ervation and Domestic
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590o) is amended-

(i) in the first undesignated Paragraph-
(l) in the-first sentence,"by $trfking%eCtions

7 and 8" and inserting 'section"F; and - -
(II) by striking the third sentence; and

(ii) by striking the second undesignated paragraph.
(2) CO_FO_Na _Mi'_rrS,-- '_

(A) Parag/-aPh (1)_i01' the:last Pro,lo of the matter
under the-heading "_gOl_'EavA'ffOl_ "-_._E_gvI_":eROCm._" '
under the headin'g _SOIL BANK _oGRAMs of ,titl e IoT
the Department :of 'Agriculture 'and Farm Credit Adminis:
tration ApprOpriation 'Act, -'-1959 '(72 jBtat, i'195; 7 U.S.C.
183 La), is amended . by-strikiffg 'Agricu!tUrai ConServalion
Program" and inse_g "en_ronmental quality incentives
prOgram established under chapter 4 of subtitle D or title
XII of the Food Security Act of 1985".

(B) Section 4 of the Coo_tive Forestry Assistance'
Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2103) is amended by striking _as
added by the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act
of 1973' each place it appears in subsections (d) and (i)
and inserting 'as in effect before the amendment made
by section 336(dX1) of the Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform Act of 1996".

(C) Section 226(bX4) of the Department of Agriculture
Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U_.C. 6932CoX4)) is amended
by striking 'and the agricultural conservation program
under the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act
(16 U_.C. 590g et seq.)'.

iT)) Section 246(bX8) of the Department of Agriculture
Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U_.C. 6962(bX8)) is amended
by striking'and the agriculturalconse_rvat!_onprogram
under the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act
(16 U.S.C. 590g et seq.)'.

CE) Section 1271(cX3XC) of the Food, Agriculture, Con-
servat/on, and Trade Act of 1990 (16 U_.C. 2106a(cX3XC))
is amended by _ 'Agricultural Conservation Program
established under secfien 16(b) of the Soil Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Art (16 U.S.C. 590h, 5901, or
590p)' and inserting 'environmental quali_ incentives p?
gram established under chapter 4 of subtitle D of tiUe
XH of theFoodSecurityActof 1985.

(F) Section 304(a) of the Lake Champlain Special Des-
ignation Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-596; 33 U.S.C. 1270
note) is amended-

(i) in the subsection heading, by striking 'SPECL_
PROJECT _ UNDER THE AGRICULTURAL _N{VA-
·non PROGRAM' and inserting _ltlO_ AREA UNDER
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY JNCF.NTIVF_ PROGRAM';
and

(ii) in paragraph (1), by striking "special project
area under the Agricultural Conservation Program
established under section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Act (16 U,S.C. Sg0h(b)) ' and
inserting _priority area under the environmental qual-
ity incentives program established under Chapter 4
of subtitle D of title XII of the _ood Security Act
of 1985". '
(G) Section .6 of the Depa_ment of Agriculture Organic

l_ USCSS0h-4. Act of 1956 (70 Stat'. 1033) is amended by striking sub-
section (b). '

fbiGREAT PLAINsCoNsERVATION PRoGRAm. -
(1) ELIMINATION._On16 o_ 'the Soil Conservatior{ and

Domestic.Allotment ACt (1_ U,S.C.' 590p) isrepealed.
(2) COm'OV_U_G _D)_m_ _'-- ' :' _-

(A) The '_.A_?_ltuml../_j_stment&A,Ct - of t938 is amend-
ed by striking* Great Plaiv._ p_m 4/ach:IpiaCe i/appears '.
in sec_i_ 3/14(t3(8) i/nd 377 {7 _I_S.C. 1344(fX$) and 1377)
and inse_g '"enviromn_' quality incentives program
established under chapter 4 of subtitle D of title XII of
the Food Security Act of 1985'.

(B) Section. 246('o) of the Department-of Agriculture
Reo_tlon Act of 1994 (7 U,S.C. 6962(b)) is amended
by striking paragraph (2).'

(c) COLORADO _ BASIN S_amrr CONTRO_ I_OGaAM.--
(1) IN GENERAl.--Section 202 of the Colorado River Basin

Salinity Control Act (43 U.S.C. 1592) is amended by striking
subsection (c) and inserting the following:
(c) _ ContRoL MzAsum_--The Secretary of Agri-

culture shall carry out salinity control measures (including water-
shed enhancement and cost-sh_re measures with livestock and crop
producers) in the Colorado River Basin as part of the environmental
quality incentives program. established under chapter 4 of subtitle
D of title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985.'.

(2) Fl_'Ds.--Section 205 of the Colorado River Basin Salin-
ity Control Act (43 U_.C. 1595) is amended-

(A) in subsection (a), by striking 'pursuant to section
202(cX2XC)"; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
'(D FUND_--The _ may expend funds available in the

Basin Funds referred to in this sect/on to carry out cost-share
salinity measures in a ,,inner that is con_ixtent with the cost
allocations required under this section.'.

(3) _!_imo _rDMl/_rr._ou 246(bX6) of the
Department of Agric_tltur_ P,esrl_aization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C.
6962CDX6)) is amended by I_'iir!n_ 'pro, frei' and inserting
"mei_-u_ t .
(d) RIFRALEI_V[RONMENTAI,CONI_EVATION PROGRAM.--

(1)EI/MINATION.---TitleX ofthe AgriculturalAct of 1970
(16 U_S.C. 1501 et seq.).is repealed.

(2) Co_omamG A_Z_mNmcr_--Section 246 of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture Reorgalfization Act of 1994 (7 U,S.C. 6962)
(as amended by subsection CoX2XB)) is amended--

(A) in subsection (b)--
(i) by striking paragraph (1); and
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(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through (8)
as paragraphs (1) through (6), respectively; and
(B) in subsection (c), by striking _(2), .(3), (4), and

(6)' and inserting "(I), (2), and (4)'. '- .
(e) OTHER CONSERVATION P_ROMlSlONS.---,_Ub_e F of _itle XII

of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 2005a and 2101 note)
is repealed.

(ir) RESOURCECONSERVATION._
(1) EUMINATION.---Subtitles A, B, D, E, and F of title

X'V of the Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 (95 Stat. 1328;
16 U.S.C. 3401 et seq.) are repealed.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.--:Section 739 of the Agri-
culture, Rural Development, l%od and Drug Administration,
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1992 (7 II.S.C.
2272a), is repealed.
(g) _ECHNICAL AMENDMENT._e first sentence Of the matter

under the heading _.,O_OD_: CREDIT CORPORATIOI_ o_' Public
Law 99-263 (100 Stat. ;59; 16 U.S,C. 3841 note)'is amended by
striking _prices: Provided further,' and all that follo ws' through
"Acts." and inserting'prices. _. '

(h) AGRICULTURAL WATER QU_Ty INCENTIVES PROGRAM.-_
Chapter 2 of subtitle 'D of title XII of the Food Security Act of
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3838 et seq.)is repealed.'
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For additional information please contact:

W'filiam J. Miller, Chairman
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum
New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-5102
pla. (505) 827-6103

Jack A. Barnett
Executive Director

Colorado River Basin' .Salinity Control Forum
106 West 500 South, suite 101 :

Bountiful, UT 84010-6232
ph. (801) 292-4663

Timothy J. Henley
Work Group Chairman

Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum
Arizona DeparUnent of Water _urces

500 North Third Street

Phoenix, AZ 85(K_3903

ph. (602) 417-2442


